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ABSTRACT 
 
 
The Relationship Between Residency and Socio-demographics to  
 
Academic Performance in NCAA Division I Freshman Athletes 
 
 
by 
 
 
Eric Matthew Snyder, Master of Science  
 
Utah State University, 2009 
 
 
Major Professor: Dr. John M. Kras  
Department: Health, Physical Education and Recreation 
 
 Numerous studies have been completed on the academic ability of student 
athletes. Since the mid 1980s, the NCAA has emphasized the importance of academics 
and mandated more stringent requirements to be able to participate in intercollegiate 
athletics.  These initial-eligibility standards have been successful in increasing overall 
graduation rates of student-athletes, but there remain a number of concerns.  The purpose 
of the study was to determine if an NCAA D-I freshman student athlete’s place of 
residency on campus, as opposed to off campus, while attending college during his/her 
freshman year had a statistically significant relationship to achievement as it relates to 
academic performance.  The continued purpose of the study examined the relationship 
between selected socio-demographic components to academic performance in NCAA D-I 
freshman student athletes and how this relationship may have directly related to their 
academic performance during their freshman year. 
iv 
 Participants completed the informed consent along with a questionnaire to aid in 
determining what academic and socio-demographic variables were related to academic 
performance (N = 205). Based on the results of this study, it was concluded that living on 
or off campus had no relationship with how the freshman student athletes performed 
academically.   The best individual correlations with academic performance were high 
school GPA, gender, and ACT scores.  These relationships proved to be a moderate 
relationship because an R value of .75 or greater was not reached.  High school GPA, 
ethnicity, gender, absences unexcused, and ACT scores did enter a stepwise multiple 
regression equation, but could only explain 55% of the variance for that equation. 
Statistically 60% is an acceptable level for predicting academic performance in the study.  
However, it should be noted that 55% of the variance is relevant for those individuals 
who deal with the academic performance (i.e., athletic administrators, academic advisors, 
university faculty, parents, etc.) of student athletes to encourage the use of these variables 
to predict a student athlete’s academic success.  The other remaining variables showed 
only a low or very low relationship to a freshman student athlete’s academic 
performance.    
(132 pages) 
v 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
 
 
 I would like to express my sincerest appreciation to the following individuals who 
made this project possible and who were instrumental in guiding me throughout the 
writing of this thesis.  
 First, thank you to my significant other, Rachel Carnahan, who has always been 
the ultimate encouragement and support for all of my efforts.  Her unselfishness, love, 
and ability to entertain our dogs (Ira and Jade) allowed me to accomplish this goal.  For 
this and many other reasons, I will always be indebted to her.  She is truly a blessing and 
I am thankful to have her.   
 Secondly, I owe a great deal of gratitude to Dr. John Kras, my thesis chair, 
advisor, and close friend, for all of his support and guidance.  How he kept his sanity 
throughout all of the questions during this process I will never know; I will always 
remember the time and commitment he made.  The opportunity he provided me to pursue 
this research is very much appreciated.  Thanks also to the members of my committee, 
Dr. Eadric Bressel, and Dr. Edward Reeve.  I am grateful for their willingness to serve on 
my committee.      
 Thank you to Utah State University athletic department, specifically Dr. Brian 
Evans and Karen Hamilton; My grandparents and family for instilling the values I 
possess today; also, Kim and Jeff Carnahan for always being supportive during the 
process and sending gifts. This is a small token of my appreciation, and I truly apologize 
if I forgot anyone.   
Eric Matthew Snyder 
vi 
CONTENTS 
 
 
               Page 
ABSTRACT ....................................................................................................................... iii 
 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ...................................................................................................v 
 
LIST OF TABLES ........................................................................................................... viii 
 
LIST OF FIGURES .............................................................................................................x 
 
CHAPTER 
 
 I. INTRODUCTION .......................................................................................1 
 
 Introduction to the Study .................................................................1 
 Significance of the Study .................................................................5 
 Statement of the Problem .................................................................6 
 Purpose of the Study ........................................................................6 
 Research Questions ..........................................................................7 
 Research Hypothesis ........................................................................9 
 Delimitations of the Study .............................................................10 
 Assumptions ...................................................................................11 
 Limitation of the Study ..................................................................11 
 Definition of Terms........................................................................12 
 Summary ........................................................................................14 
 
 II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE ....................................................................16 
 
 Student Housing Options ...............................................................17 
 Age .................................................................................................20 
 High School Grade Point Average .................................................24 
 Ethnicity .........................................................................................26 
 Gender ............................................................................................33 
 Scholastic Aptitude Test/American College Test ..........................36 
 Credit Hours Enrolled ....................................................................38 
 Academic Performance ..................................................................41 
 Marital Status .................................................................................43 
 Social Economic Status..................................................................44 
 Faculty Interaction .........................................................................46 
 Attendance .....................................................................................48 
 Conclusion .....................................................................................49 
  
 
 vii 
 
 III. METHODOLOGY ....................................................................................51 
 
 Chapter Overview ..........................................................................51 
 Research Design.............................................................................52 
 Population and Setting  ..................................................................54 
 Instrumentation ..............................................................................57 
 Data Collection Procedures ............................................................58 
 Data Analysis Procedures ..............................................................59 
 Summary ........................................................................................59 
 
 IV. RESULTS ..................................................................................................61 
 
 Introduction ....................................................................................61 
 Profile of Population ......................................................................62 
 Descriptive Analysis ......................................................................63 
 Results of Testing the Hypothesis..................................................64 
 Correlation Analysis of Academic Performance Predictor  
 Variables ...............................................................................66 
 Regression Analysis of Academic Performance Predictor  
 Variables ...............................................................................75  
 Summary ........................................................................................79 
 
 V. DISCUSSION ............................................................................................80 
 
 Chapter Overview ..........................................................................80 
 Summary ........................................................................................80 
 Conclusions ....................................................................................82 
 Implications of the Study ...............................................................83 
 Recommendations for Future Research .........................................85 
 
REFERENCES ..................................................................................................................87  
  
APPENDICES ...................................................................................................................98 
 Appendix A: Supervisory Committee Form ..................................99 
 Appendix B: IRB Permission to Collect Data .............................101 
 Appendix C: IRB Informed Consent ...........................................103 
 Appendix D: NCAA Bylaw 14.3 .................................................107 
 Appendix E: NCAA D-I Athlete Questionnaire ..........................110 
 Appendix F: Raw Data ................................................................112 
  
viii 
LIST OF TABLES 
 
 
Tables               Page 
 
1 Ethnic Groups Identification and Definition ..........................................................28 
 
2 Variables Included in the Study .............................................................................60 
 
3 Student-Athlete Population Profile/Frequencies....................................................62 
 
4 Descriptive Statistics ..............................................................................................64 
 
5 Correlation Coefficient Between Residency and Academic Performance ............66 
 
6 Correlation Coefficient Between Age and Academic Performance ......................67 
 
7 Correlation Coefficient Between High School GPA and Academic  
 Performance ...........................................................................................................68 
 
8 Correlation Coefficient Between Ethnicity and Academic Performance ..............68 
 
9 Correlation Coefficient Between Gender and Academic Performance .................69 
 
10 Correlation Coefficient Between ACT and Academic Performance .....................70 
 
11 Correlation Coefficient Between SAT and Academic Performance .....................70 
 
12 Correlation Coefficient Between Credit Hours Enrolled and Academic 
            Performance ...........................................................................................................71 
 
13 Correlation Coefficient Between Martial Status and Academic Performance ......71 
 
14 Correlation Coefficient Between Socioeconomic Status and Academic  
            Performance ...........................................................................................................72 
 
15 Correlation Coefficient Between Formal Faculty Interaction and Academic  
            Performance ...........................................................................................................73 
 
16 Correlation Coefficient Between Informal Faculty Interaction and Academic  
 Performance ...........................................................................................................73 
 
17 Correlation Coefficient Between Unexcused and Excused Absences to Academic 
 Performance ...........................................................................................................74    
 
 
ix 
 
18 Stepwise Regression Analysis of Freshman Year Academic Performance of  
 NCAA Division I Student Athletes........................................................................77 
 
19 Stepwise Regression Analysis Summary Table of Predictor Variables of  
 Freshman Year College GPA for NCAA Division I Student Athletes ................. 78 
  x 
LIST OF FIGURES 
 
 
Figure                Page 
 
1 Sternburgs Triachic Theory (1985) (reproduced for this thesis), which includes 
three facets of sub-theories: analytical (componential), creative (experiential), and 
practical (contextual). ............................................................................................30 
 
  
CHAPTER I  
 
INTRODUCTION  
 
 
 Throughout the United States, numerous student athletes participate in National 
Collegiate Athletic Association Division I (NCAA D-I) competitions.  These athletes are 
consistently challenged physically and academically by the attention and demands 
required to become a successful student athlete.  During the early 1980s, controversy 
arose about the perceived lack of academic preparation and educational achievement of 
college student athletes (Benson, 1994).  This lack of academic preparation and 
educational achievement is still an issue at the forefront of athletic departments across the 
United States and remains an important focus for future athletes beginning their 
collegiate careers.   
 The first documented and verified intercollegiate football athletic contest was 
between Rutgers and Princeton in 1869 (Falla, 1981; Funk, 1991; Howard-Hamilton & 
Watt; 2001; Zimbalist, 1999).  During the early years of college sports, no academic 
requirements were mandatory of students in order to participate in athletic competitions 
between schools.  Forty-one years later in 1910, colleges and universities who 
participated in intercollegiate sports became officially known as the National Collegiate 
Athletic Association (NCAA).  The NCAA became the sole governing body for 
collegiate athletics and became the voice of reason in creating rules and regulations to 
protect student athletes and help them achieve success on and off the field.  
 In the mid 1980s, after years of pressure from universities and the public, the 
NCAA ratified NCAA Bylaw 5-1 (j), later to be known as NCAA Bylaw 14.3, or what is 
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more commonly called Proposition 48.  The purpose of Proposition 48 was to enact a 
national initial eligibility standard with requirements for student athletes prior to college 
enrollment and sport participation (Howard-Hamilton & Watt, 2001).  This initial 
eligibility requirement was revised in 1995 (Proposition 16) and is reviewed annually in 
hopes of improving student athletes’ performance in the classroom.  The requirements of 
Bylaw 14.3 consist of passing a certain number of high school classes, achieving a certain 
grade point average, and completing the SAT Reasoning Test (formally known as 
Scholastic Aptitude Test and Scholastic Assessment Test) (SAT) or American College 
Test (ACT) with a score that qualifies the athlete to participate in NCAA competition. 
The scale is presented in the NCAA manual. These standards were endorsed by the 
NCAA to prevent potential academic abuse and increase the chances for a student athlete 
to perform college level work towards a degree (Benson, 1991, 1994, 1997).  
Controversy aside, Proposition 48 established for students an academic basis for their 
eligibility to compete and was an attempt to reassert the importance of education 
(Crowley, 2005).      
 A recent survey of 21,000 NCAA (this includes Division I, Division I-AA, 
Division II, and Division III) athletes indicated that most athletes spent close to 40 hours 
per week participating in their sports; major football players reported spending 44.8 hours 
a week on their sport (Wolverton, 2008), and most athletes stated they spent more time 
on their sport than on their academic work (Wieberg, 2008).  Statistics from this survey 
indicate that major NCAA D-I sports like football, basketball, softball and baseball all 
required more than 40 hours of participation a week (Wolverton).  These statistics 
suggest that participation in a NCAA D-I sport may create more of an academic 
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detachment in comparison to incoming freshman who were not involved in university 
athletics.  This detachment could be related to many issues including: expectations of 
coaches, fatigue, pressures of the games, difficult academic work, ethnic background, 
college preparation, social economic status and living arrangements.  According to Alder 
and Alder (1991), athletes who manage to balance their athletic and academic lives 
usually have a solid group (i.e., educationally supportive individuals who are concerned 
about the athletes future) of parents and friends who actively supported academic success 
within the university.   
  Many athletes, parents and administrators are interested in an athlete’s place of 
residency as it relates to the athlete’s academic performance; this is an issue that needs 
further investigation.  In 2004, NCAA researchers presented statistics that showed NCAA 
D-I athletes professional athletic career opportunities were limited to three to seven years 
(Coakley, 2008).  Also, the percentage of collegiate athletes who participated in a 
professional career on average was 4% (Coakley).  Based on these statistics, the 
academic achievement of an athlete has become more relevant than ever.  Research 
presented on general student population indicates that living on campus can positively 
impact retention, graduation rates, and academic performance (Astin, 1973; Riker, 1993; 
Thompson, Samiratedu, & Rafter, 1993).  An attempt to expand this finding to NCAA D-
I freshman student athletes may prove beneficial to universities as well as future NCAA 
D-I freshman student athletes within academia.    
 Research completed with a focus on students and on-campus living arrangements 
commenced as long as 40 years ago (Riker, 1965).  The critical findings of this research 
suggested that living arrangements had an impact on college student success.  Studies by 
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Astin (1973), Chickering (1974), Thompson, et al. (1993), and Upcraft & Pilato (1982) 
suggested that living in a conventional residence hall as opposed to off campus housing 
provides students certain benefits during their educational experience.  On campus 
students were more likely to return to college the following year, were more likely to 
persist at college until they graduate, had a higher degree of satisfaction with their college 
experience, participated in more extracurricular activities on campus, and had more 
interpersonal, informal interaction with faculty and peers (Garret & Zambriskie, 2004; 
Pike, Schroader, & Berry 1997; Stassen, 2003).  Pascarella, Terenzini, and Blimling 
(1994) stated, “ The greatest impact [on student learning] may stem from the students 
total level of campus engagement, particularly when academic, interpersonal, and 
extracurricular involvements are mutually supporting and relevant to a particular 
education outcome” (p. 32). 
 The problem with the thoughts presented by Pascarella, Terenzini, and Blimling 
was that contradicting research suggested there was a growing separation between the 
culture of intercollegiate sport and the general university culture (Bowen & Levine, 2003; 
Bowen, Martin, Tobin, & Pichler 2005; Lawrence, Hendricks, & Ott, 2007; Shulman & 
Bowen, 2001).  When considering this gap, university administration must help facilitate 
academic performance and advancement in the educational process in cooperation with 
athletic departments.  This type of influence can potentially alter the traditional desires of 
athletes to one that is focused on academics. 
 Throughout a collegiate career, athletes prepare their body and mind to meet the 
challenges of competition as well as their academic requirements.  In large and small 
institutions alike, the demands for athletic performance can place academics as an 
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inferior component of a student athlete’s college experience.  This growing gap between 
college athletics and educational values is a major, unavoidable issue (Shulman & 
Bowen, 2001).  The future of university athletics must require athletes, parents, coaches 
and administrators to work together in providing the proper learning and living 
environment to meliorate an athlete’s success. 
  
Significance of the Study 
 
 
 Many research projects across the United States are being funded and supported 
by universities to find ways to influence students’ academic success and give them the 
best opportunity to finish their degrees (NCAA, 2009b).  A plethora of research was 
completed analyzing residential student housing and its influence on student achievement 
and success rates.  According to Blimling (1989) indication of student success in college, 
and thus retention, was determined not only by academic performance, but by choice of 
where students lived while enrolled at the university.  The student housing options 
Blimling discussed were on campus in dormitories and halls or off campus. 
 Although research has been completed on residency of college students, no 
current research has been solely focused on NCAA D-I freshman student athletes’ 
academic performance in relation to their residency at college.  An athlete’s living 
arrangements may be an important factor when trying to establish the relationship of 
residency to academic performance.  Additionally, there was a need to analyze other 
components that could affect academic performance.  The present study examined those 
other components and presented the information to athletes, parents, coaches, and 
administrators by publishing articles related to the variables analyzed in the study in 
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hopes to improve and aid in refining NCAA D-I freshman student athletes academic 
performance.     
   
Statement of the Problem 
 
 
 This study was designed to assess whether or not an NCAA D-I freshman student 
athlete’s place of residency had a relationship to their academic performance.  This study 
examined two groups of freshman athletes, those who resided on-campus during their 
freshman year and those who resided off campus during their freshman year in relation to 
their academic performance.  In addition, the study evaluated how a student’s socio-
demographics prior to and during the freshman year related to academic performance.  
The socio-demographic components evaluated included; age, ethnicity, gender, high 
school GPA, high school SAT, high school ACT, credit hours enrolled, marital status, 
and social economic status (SES).  Additional information that could affect academic 
performance were; formal and informal interaction with faculty, the number of excused 
(university excused absences, i.e., illness, etc.) and unexcused (university unexcused 
absences, i.e., sleeping in, etc.) classes missed during the freshman year.     
 
Purpose of the Study 
 
 
  The purpose of this study was to determine if an NCAA D-I freshman student 
athlete’s place of residency on campus, as opposed to off campus, while attending college 
during his/her freshman year had a statistically significant relationship to his/her 
achievement as it relates to academic performance.  The continued purpose of the study 
examined the relationship between selected socio-demographic components to academic 
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performance in NCAA D-I freshman student athletes and how this relationship may have 
directly related to their academic performance during their freshman year. 
 The quantitative components included; age, ethnicity, gender, high school GPA, 
SAT score, ACT Score, credit hours enrolled, marital status, housing (on campus or off 
campus), SES, formal faculty student interaction, informal faculty student interaction, 
and classes missed (excused and unexcused).  Assessing the different variables listed 
above can assist Utah State University and other NCAA D-I universities in better 
understanding which student athletes are more likely to struggle academically, which 
student athletes are likely to leave the university, and which student athletes will continue 
to be successful academically.    
   
Research Questions 
 
 
 The following research questions were addressed in this study:  
1. Is there a statistically significant relationship in freshman year academic performance 
between NCAA D-I freshman student athletes who lived in on campus housing or in off 
campus housing.  
2. Is there a statistically significant relationship between freshman year academic 
performance and an NCAA D-I freshman student athletes’ high school GPA.  
3. Is there a statistically significant relationship between freshman year academic 
performance and the age of the NCAA D-I freshman student athletes. 
4. Is there a statistically significant relationship in freshman year academic performance 
among NCAA D-I freshman student athletes of different ethnic groups.  
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5. Is there a statistically significant relationship in freshman year academic performance 
between NCAA D-I freshman student athlete gender.  
6. Is there a statistically significant relationship between NCAA D-I freshman student 
athletes SAT score and their freshman year academic performance. 
7. Is there a statistically significant relationship between NCAA D-I freshman student 
athletes ACT score and their freshman year academic performance. 
8. Is there a statistically significant relationship between freshman year academic 
performance and credit hours enrolled in by NCAA D-I freshman student athletes.  
9. Is there a statistically significant relationship between freshman year academic 
performance and marital status of NCAA D-I freshman student athletes.  
10. Is there a statistically significant relationship between freshman year academic 
performance and socioeconomic status of NCAA D-I freshman student athletes.  
11. Is there a statistically significant relationship between freshman year academic 
performance and formal faculty interaction by NCAA D-I freshman student athletes.  
12. Is there a statistically significant relationship between freshman year academic 
performance and informal faculty interaction by NCAA D-I freshman student athletes.  
13. Is there a statistically significant relationship between freshman year academic 
performance and the number of classes missed (excused and unexcused) by NCAA D-I 
freshman student athletes.  
14. Is there a significant relationship between residency, age, high school GPA, ethnicity, 
gender, SAT/ACT, credit hours enrolled, maritial status, formal and informal faculty 
contact, excused and unexcused absences, socioeconomic status and an NCAA D- I 
freshman student athlete’s academic performance.    
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Research Hypotheses 
 
  
 The following hypotheses were stated for the purpose of this study: 
 
1. There will be a statistically significant relationship in freshman year academic 
performance between NCAA D-I freshman student athletes who lived in on campus 
housing or in off campus housing.  
2. There will be a statistically significant relationship between freshman year academic 
performance and an NCAA D-I freshman student athletes high school GPA.  
3. There will be a statistically significant relationship between freshman year academic 
performance and the age of NCAA D-I freshman student athletes. 
4. There will be a statistically significant relationship in freshman year academic 
performance among NCAA D-I freshman student athletes of different ethnic groups.  
5. There will be a statistically significant relationship in freshman year academic 
performance between NCAA D-I freshman student athlete gender.  
6. There will be a statistically significant relationship between NCAA D-I freshman 
student athletes SAT scores and their freshman year academic performance.  
7. There will be a statistically significant relationship between NCAA D- freshman 
student athletes ACT scores and their freshman year academic performance.  
8. There will be a statistically significant relationship between freshman year academic 
performance and credit hours enrolled by NCAA D-I freshman student athletes.  
9. There will be a statistically significant relationship between freshman year academic 
performance and marital status of NCAA D-I freshman student athletes.  
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10. There will be a statistically significant relationship between freshman year academic 
performance and socioeconomic status of NCAA D-I freshman student athletes.  
11. There will be a statistically significant relationship between freshman year academic 
performance and formal faculty interaction by NCAA D-I freshman student athletes.  
12. There will be a statistically significant relationship between freshman year academic 
performance and informal faculty interaction by NCAA D-I freshman student athletes.  
13. There will be a statistically significant relationship between freshman year academic 
performance and number of classes missed (excused and unexcused) by NCAA D-I 
freshman student athletes.  
14. There will be a significant relationship between residency, age, high school GPA, 
ethnicity, gender, SAT/ACT, credit hours enrolled, maritial status, formal and informal 
faculty contact, excused and unexcused absences, socioeconomic status and an NCAA D- 
I freshman student athlete’s academic performance.  
 
Delimitation of the Study 
 
  
 This study was limited to student athletes within Utah State University.  A student 
athlete’s experiences, such as but not limited to the use of illegal substances or influences 
of their peer relationships at Utah State might impinge on the student’s academic 
performance.  The relatively small population size of this study can limit the power of 
statistical tests.  Vigilance must be exercised in interpreting the results and applying the 
findings to other institutions.  The timeframe of the study examined levels of effort and 
achievement during the athlete’s freshman year of college and does not take into 
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consideration the athlete’s final undergraduate academic achievement as well as the 
influence that the university may have on the athlete during this timeframe.  
 
Assumptions 
 
 
 During the study, it was assumed that the NCAA D-I freshman student athletes 
being interviewed were representative of the general population of other NCAA D-I 
universities throughout the United States.  These findings in return may assist in 
providing a guideline or framework for incoming freshman student athletes at Utah State 
University or other D-I universities and help improve the quality of education they 
receive.      
   
Limitations of the Study 
  
 There were a few limitations of this study.  First, the use of the self-report 
questionnaire may result in dishonest responses or inability to recall information correctly 
from individuals and becomes a threat to the reliability of the data.  Second, a freshman 
student athlete whose residency was off-campus may have a roommate situation that 
differentiates from on-campus living.  This differentiation could include the number of 
athletes living in one room, the number of athletes living in the off-campus housing, or 
possibly an individual living alone or with his family.  Third, a limitation could deal with 
a freshman student athlete’s athletic scholarship and the amount of money certain athletes 
received related to the affect the monetary value had on their lifestyle.  Finally, the 
literature review shows that student academic performance was always dependent on a 
variety of factors.   
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Definition of Terms 
 
 
 The following key terms and definitions were used throughout this study: 
 
Athletication – the education that an athlete receives while attending an institution of 
higher learning which is unquestionably different from a non-student athlete’s education 
because it includes: additional tutoring opportunities at no expense to the athlete, 
additional educational advisors and learning specialists, learning facilities that are 
equipped traditionally better than the general student population, and additional positive 
contact with faculty due to frequently missed athletic excused absences. Also included 
are the many negative aspects of being a student athlete including: faculty’s negative 
perception of athletes, time commitment and pressure to perform in sport, class time 
missed, and potential to earn extra money. 
Ethnicity - refers to the major racial and ethnic categories used by the 2008-2009 NCAA 
Ethnicity Report.  This study includes five major racial/ethnic groups: Asian, African 
American/Black, Hispanic/Latino, White and Other. 
Excused absences - in this study excused absences refers to a students’ failure to be 
present in class which is considered acceptable by the University. Reasons which will be 
considered "excused," are: death in family, university excused (athletic participation), 
illness, and so forth.   
Formal faculty interaction - having only a professional relationship with a faculty 
member.  This includes using email, making appointments with instructors, asking 
questions about coursework after class (Garrett & Zabriskie, 2004). 
13 
Grade point average (GPA) - An arithmetic ratio denoting the overall quality of a 
student’s academic record and is used to compare a student with a standard or other 
student.  Most GPAs are calculated using a 4-point scale.  
Informal faculty interaction - having a relationship with a faculty member outside of the 
classroom (e.g., concert or play, cultural event, discussing personal problems, career 
plans, and ambitions) (Garrett & Zabriskie, 2004). 
Living-learning centers – Specialized residential programs which have direct 
connections and strong partnerships with a specific academic program. Typically classes 
are taught in the building, faculty maintain office hours within the residence hall, and 
programming efforts support an academic theme. Examples include honors programs, 
and special programs for students in math, science and engineering. 
Socioeconomic status - refers to family access to economic, social, and political 
resources, as measured by family income (Sirin, 2005). In the current study, the terms 
class, higher income, and lower income were all used to indicate socioeconomic status. 
Student residence- Residency refers to the place in which a student lives while attending 
the institution.  At Utah State University, freshmen have two main choices of housing 
which include on campus (residence halls, dormitories, living learning centers) or off 
campus (privately owned apartments, houses, etc.).   
Unexcused absences- in this study unexcused absences refers to a students’ failure to be 
present in class and is considered unacceptable by the University (overslept, hobby 
participation, etc.).   
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Summary 
 
 
 The quantity of research regarding NCAA D-I freshman student athlete’s living 
arrangements and academic performance was limited.  The current issues between 
athletics and educational values have helped motivate athletes, parents, coaches, and 
administrators to solve the problems within higher education and athlete academic 
success.  In the mid 1980s (revised annually), the NCAA placed new rules for eligibility 
requiring more demand from universities to help athletes graduate.  The enhancement of 
NCAA eligibility standards has been somewhat successful, but many intercollegiate 
programs still fall short of meeting reasonable academic goals (Benford, 2007; Bowen & 
Levine, 2003; Shulman & Bowen, 2001; Sperber, 2000).     
 Research supports that freshman students perform better when they stayed on 
campus and even better when they stayed in a living learning center (LLC).  Dunkel 
(2009) stated, “Students living in residence halls have higher grade-point averages, better 
graduation rates, increased psychosocial development skills, and more respect for and 
understanding of faculty members” (p. A27).  The theory of this research was to 
statistically show that a relationship exists between NCAA D-I freshman student athletes 
residency and academic performance.    
 An NCAA student-athlete’s sport subculture creates different priorities, 
educational experiences, and educational opportunities in comparison with a non-student 
athlete.  The question of whether sport participation affects the educational and 
developmental experiences of college athletes positively or negatively is an ongoing 
debate.  What is evident is the fact that “athletication” exists between student athletes and 
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non-student athletes.  The time commitment required in athletics, class time missed 
because of away games, biased (negative or positive) from faculty, and pressures to 
perform all affect a student athlete’s ability to perform academically.  Athletication is 
defined as: the education that an athlete receives while attending an institution of higher 
learning which is unquestionably different from a non-student athlete education (see 
definition of terms).       
 The remainder of this study was organized as follows: Chapter II contains the 
review of related literature pertinent to the purpose of the study; Chapter III delineates 
procedures to be used in conducting the study (test instruments, sample population) and 
reporting the results; Chapter IV includes the presentation and analysis of data; and 
Chapter V includes a chapter overview, summary, conclusion, observations, implications, 
and recommendations for further studies.     
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CHAPTER II 
 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 
 
 Thousands of student athletes throughout the United States compete in NCAA D-I 
athletics.  The derivation of the NCAA in the early 20th century prompted the first 
championship games between higher education colleges and universities.  Even before 
these championships, educators and the public had issues related to the overemphasis of 
sport and its effects on the mission of higher education (Deford, 2001). 
 To meliorate NCAA D-I student athletes’ academic performances, administrators, 
parents, and coaches will need successful intervention strategies that are proven to impact 
a student athletes academic achievement.  To obtain and provide optimal information on 
student athlete success, individuals should appreciate and be able to identify the different 
variables and factors that will have the greatest influence on academic achievement of the 
student athletes.  
  A review of the available literature was completed to provide the reader with a 
comprehensive understanding of what variables were important in influencing an NCAA 
D-I freshman student athlete’s academic performance.  These variables were analyzed in 
depth with hopes to create a strategy for improving student athlete’s academic 
performance at Utah State University and other NCAA-D-I athletic programs.  The 
literature review included a compilation of related studies and pertinent articles divided 
into the following subheadings: student housing, age, high school GPA, ethnicity, gender, 
SAT, ACT, credit hrs enrolled, marital status, SES, faculty interaction, and absences.  
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Student Housing Options 
 
 
 Currently, there are two main housing options offered to Utah State University 
NCAA D-I freshman student athletes. The options included; on-campus resident halls and 
a living learning center, and off-campus commuter housing.  As previously indicated, the 
research findings of the general student population suggested that a student’s place of 
residency and academic performance while enrolled at the university impacted graduation 
rates (Thompson et al., 1993).   In completing a thorough literature review, no research 
has been discovered in regards to a freshman student athlete’s place of residence in 
relation to his/her academic performance.  The literature review in this section is related 
to the general freshman student population not specifically NCAA D-I freshman student 
athletes.   
 Numerous studies have been completed on the effect of academic achievement of 
entering freshman students living on campus.  Researchers have shown that resident halls 
were a powerful vehicle for incorporating students into college life (Pike et al., 1997).  
Blimling’s (1989) research measuring the effects of on-campus versus off-campus living 
on general student academic performance, academic progress, and retention revealed that 
living on-campus positively affects academic performance.  Pascarella and Terenzini 
(2005) indicated that living on campus can positively impact retention and graduation. 
The University of California Irvine (UCI) Office of Research and Evaluation (2007) 
reported how living on campus promoted better social integration which impacts 
retention rates of freshman college students.  Astin (1993) found when compared with 
commuter students, those living on campus reported more satisfaction with their overall 
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college experience.  Astin also discussed the direct benefits of living on campus which 
included: leadership skills, interpersonal abilities, job skills and cultural awareness. 
  Astin (1993) measured three places of residency for college students: at home, in 
a college residence hall, and in a private room or apartment.  A mitigating factor was the 
distance of the home from the university.  His findings suggested that the most direct 
effects on students’ academic performance were associated with living at home and the 
distance from home to the university.  The greater distance students had to travel from 
home to the university had a negative effect on attainment of a bachelor’s degree, 
satisfaction with faculty, and their willingness to continue at the same university.  In 
short, the results of his study implied that the principal impact of a student’s freshman 
place of residence occurs because the student was going away from home to attend the 
university.   
 A student’s experience and support system within a residential environment 
influences first year student learning and academic success (Astin, 1993; Pascarella & 
Terenzini, 1991).  The place of residency of first-year students can significantly influence 
the overall quality of their collegiate experience.  According to Upcraft, Gardner, 
Barefoot, and Associates (2005), the place of residency will influence the likelihood of 
making an easy transition into the campus environment, succeeding academically, 
matriculating through to graduation, and having a fulfilling educational experience.     
 Pascerella et al. (1994) compared on-campus and off-campus students and found 
residential students had a significantly higher level of peer support, greater academic 
success and social amalgamation, and greater satisfaction and commitment to their 
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overall educational experience.  Conversely, the research concerning the effects of 
residential living on achievement provided mixed results (Pascerella et al.).   
 Blimling (1989) found that resident halls students have a slight grade advantage 
over commuter students.  However, within the study, Blimling discussed how the results 
may not be generalized to all universities because the small number of institutions 
included in the study.  The mixed results were also prevalent in the literature because the 
wide variety of housing options that were offered to students.  Blimling (1993) discussed 
three studies reporting that students who lived in freshman only halls, performed better 
academically than those assigned to a hall with a combination of students (i.e., all grade 
levels).  Other studies controlling for self selection factors indicated that residence hall 
students obtained significantly better grade point averages than off-campus students 
(Blimling & Alshuler, 1996; Welty, 1976) 
 The educational and social benefits of living on-campus during a student’s 
freshman year were well-documented (Astin, 1977; Chickering, 1974; Blimling, 1989; 
Inkelas, 1999;  Pasceralla & Terenzini, 2005).  Contrary to on-campus housing, students 
who commuted or lived off-campus their freshman years were often at a disadvantage 
from their peers (Upcraft et al., 2005).  Students living off-campus often have family and 
work responsibilities while attending school and do not have the luxury of living on-
campus and attending the institution full time (Upcraft et al.).  Off-campus students were 
more likely to be first-generation and low-income students, both of which have been 
found to pose a number of challenges to a student’s ability to persist to graduation 
(Strange, 1999).  The differences in personal development outcomes exhibited by on 
campus and off campus students have been credited in part to the limited number of 
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opportunities off campus students have to interact with new acquaintances who have 
different attitudes and values (Kuh et al., 1991).  Peer groups of precollege acquaintances 
or new friends who resist adapting to challenges inherent in the university environment 
can inhibit a student’s academic and social integration into the university community, a 
situation that was often associated with dissatisfaction, poor academic performance, and 
departure from the university (Tinto, 1987).  Demands and professional career aspirations 
associated with college sports can cause failure because the lack of balance between 
academics and athletics (Adler & Adler, 1991).  When dealing with athletes, Adler and 
Adler (1991) established that athletes who manage to balance their athletic and academic 
lives usually had a solid group of parents and friends who actively support academic 
success within the university.  The research documented above demonstrates that the 
housing option a student is given influences the academic performance and persistence to 
graduate from a university.    
 
Age 
 
 
 The characteristics of age and academic performance are present to some extent 
among all students.  One of the research questions within this study was to analyze, to 
what extent was age and academic performance related among NCAA D-I freshman 
student athletes.  Research concerning the relationship between age and academic 
performance was scarce at best.  This will be the first study to investigate the relationship 
between age and academic performance among NCAA D-I freshman student athletes.   
 The majority of students enter college around 18 years of age.  In some cases, 
others choose to enter or return to school during their early to late twenties.  Since 1970, 
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the number of students over 25 years of age entering American higher education 
institutions has increased from 28% to 44% (US Department of Education, 1996).  The 
NCAA D-I manual does not specify a specific age in which athletes are not permitted to 
participate.  However, the NCAA does enforce the 21 year age rule for Division I 
athletes. The NCAA (2009b) states: 
In Division I only, if a student athlete has participated as an individual or as a 
team representative in organized sports competition, that kind of participation 
during each 12-month period after his/her 21st birthday and prior to initial full-
time collegiate enrollment will count as one year of varsity competition in that 
sport.  Any participation in organized competition during time spent in the U.S 
armed services will be excused. (p. 138)  
This rule usually eliminates most Division I athletes from participation at around age 25, 
unless they registered and participated in the military.    
 In 2006, a total of 97,625 first year college students completed a nationwide 
survey during orientation (National Freshman Attitudes Report, 2007).  In this study, the 
average age of a freshman at a four year public institution was 18.6 years.  The average 
age of a freshman student was 20.3 years at a four year private institutions, and 
enrollment in two year colleges’ average was 22.9 years.  Although these numbers were 
consistent with national trends, our study may prove selectively different from most 
institutions because of the religious affiliation at Utah State University.  The religious 
affiliation which includes a two year church mission delays student’s entrance into 
college.  
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 In other age related research, Sanjeev and Zytkow (1995) determined that a high 
percentage of students who enter college at the age of 18 remain enrolled for more than 
two terms.  Students who enroll between the ages of 19 and 24 show a decrease in the 
amount of terms completed and this percentage decreases more for students who enroll at 
the age of 24 and up.  Stampen and Cabrera’s (1986) study found that age was a 
significant variable during the freshman year of college.  Student ages 17-19 years 
remained in school at a 15% greater rate than 20-22 year olds and at an 18% greater rate 
than students 23 years or older.  These studies may indicate that the older a student was 
when enrolled, the more likely that student was to withdraw from the university.  This 
lower rate of attrition may be contributed to the student’s inability to adapt to the 
environment and perform academically.  
 There was no research that analyzed and compared the age of NCAA D-I 
freshman student athletes to their academic success.  Currently, the NCAA does not 
produce statistics on average age of freshman student athletes in NCAA D-I athletics.  In 
a general student population study completed by Owen (2003) age and GPA statistics 
were analyzed.  Data were collected from 158 community college students from the 
winter of 1996 through spring of 1999.  The participants consisted of 48 (30.28%) 
teenage students, 84 (53.26%) twenty to forty-one-year-old students, and 26 (16.46%) 
students over the age of 41.  Twenty-eight (17.72%) students had GPAs of 1.96 or below 
while twenty-three (14.565) students had 4.0 GPAs.  The results of this study indicated a 
+.33 correlation with an alpha level of .001.  The probability of the relationship between 
age and GPA being due to chance is one in 10,000 or less. In Owen’s (2003) study, 
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conclusions can be made that among the sample community college students, a moderate 
relationship existed between age and GPA.  
 A second study was completed by Salamonson and Andrew (2006) which 
analyzed nursing students’ age and its relationship to academic performance.  In the study 
it was noted that mature-aged students entering higher education had consistently been 
found to achieve better grades than younger students who were entering higher education 
straight from high school (Hoskins, Newstead, & Dennis, 1997; Ofori, 2000).  The results 
of the study indicated that the students (N = 250) who were 25 years or older performed 
better academically than younger adults ages 17-24.   
 In order to strengthen the use of age as a variable, research from outside of the 
United States (Richardson & Woodley, 2003) investigated age and its affect on academic 
performance.  An extremely large data collection was used for this study with 228,790 
total graduates throughout the United Kingdom (UK).  The study indicated significant 
variations across the seven age groups, which included; under 21, 21 to 25 years, 26-30 
years, 31-40 years, 41-50 years, 51-60 years, 60 and over.  Students who entered the 
university setting under 21 years of age or between 26 and 50 had a greater chance of 
obtaining a degree than students between the ages of 21-25, or 50 over.  According to 
Richardson and Woodley’s (2003) data, the 26-50 year old student group obtained the 
highest “good” or high honors degree.  This was the age range from which most mature 
students were recruited.   
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High School Grade Point Average 
 
 
  On August 1st, 2009, the academic qualifications specified in the NCAA manual 
for the 2009-2010 academic year were fully implemented.  These provisions and 
revisions replaced those in effect under Proposition 48 and Proposition 16.  The newest 
criteria were based on a combination of high school grade point averages in sixteen high 
school core courses.  The athlete will qualify for competition with a minimum cumulative 
grade-point average as specified in Bylaw 14.3.1.1.2 Initial Eligibility Index which list 
core GPA averages, along with SAT and ACT test score ranges needed to compete in 
NCAA D-I athletics (Appendix D). 
  In order to participate in NCAA D-I athletics, a student athlete must complete 
four years of English, three years of mathematics (Algebra I or higher), two years of 
natural or physical science, two years of social science, one additional course in English, 
mathematics, or natural or physical science, and an additional course in math, science, 
English, foreign language, philosophy, or non-doctrinal religion.  The record of the above 
courses and course grades must be certified by the NCAA Eligibility Center using either 
an official high school transcript forwarded directly from the high school or a high school 
transcript forwarded by a universities admissions office (NCAA, 2009b).     
 The literature review revealed a limited number of studies that reported higher 
high school grade point averages for student athletes.  Cantor and Prentice (1996); Hood, 
Craig, and Ferguson (1992); and Simons,Van Rheenen, and Covington (1999) found that 
most student athletes arrive to college with lower high school grade point averages 
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(GPA) than non-athletes.  Simons et al. (1999) suggested that students who were more 
committed to their athletic role than their academic role had lower grade point averages.  
 Despite the athletes having lower starting grade point averages in college, one 
consistent finding across the literature was that high school GPA was a predictor of a 
student-athlete’s college GPA (Comeaux, 2005; Ervin, Saunders, Gillis, & Hogrebe, 
1985; Sellers, 1992; Walter, Smith, Hoey, Wilhelm, & Miller, 1987;). The study 
completed by Comeaux analyzed 459 football and basketball student athletes.  
Comeaux’s sample was composed of only student athletes who attended four-year, 
predominately white institutions.  The study investigated different socio-demographic 
components on academic achievement and revealed that high school GPA was the most 
powerful predictor of college GPA.  This study suggested that student athletes with high 
GPA’s in high school tend to get high GPAs in college.  Walter et al. found that high 
school GPA predicts student-athletes’ college GPA during their first semester.  Baumann 
and Henchen (1986) reported that high school GPA has been found to predict student 
athlete’s college GPA during their last semester.       
 Presently, increases in SAT/ACT research demonstrate uncertainty in the 
reliability and validity of the measuring potential as it relates to academic performance 
(Freedle, 2003).  Analyzing an athlete’s high school grade point average in courses 
required for initial NCAA D-I athletic eligibility produces more ambiguity.  It is 
important to note here that high school GPA’s seem to be higher when adding those 
classes the NCAA does not use to evaluate eligibility.   
 The current NCAA bylaws require an athlete with a 2.0 GPA in core courses to 
score 900 on their SAT or 21 on their ACT to be eligible to participate.  During the initial 
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inclusion of these rules, the NCAA encountered issues because many students were 
unaware of the increase in required core courses.  According to Owings (1995), all 
incoming student athletes in 1992, 83% met Proposition 48 test standards while only 65% 
met the new proposition 16 standards.  The proposition 16 standards although slightly 
revised are still the basis for NCAA athletic eligibility.  Although these standards have 
been raised over time, one study in 1981 indicated that only three percent of student 
athletes admitted with high school grade point averages less than 2.50 graduated (Purdy, 
1981).   
 
Ethnicity 
 
 
 Many research studies described population in terms of ethnicity.  Ethnicity refers 
to a cultural heritage that people use to identify a particular population.  The challenges 
created by racial and ethnic diversity are among the most important issues institutions of 
higher education face as they work and compete against each other in athletics and 
academics.  The 2007-2008 statistics revealed increased diversity among different ethnic 
student athletes participating in Division I sports (NCAA, 2009a).  Hence, the augmented 
attention of athletic departments and universities are needed to understand and address 
the differences in academic success between ethnic groups.  
 The Government of the United States increased focus on the achievement gaps 
(i.e., standardized test scores, degree completion, etc.) that are separating because of the 
educational issues between ethnic groups.  In the past, focuses on achievement between 
African American and Caucasian students were abundant because African Americans 
once constituted the largest minority group in the United States.  Recently, the 
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achievement gaps between the Hispanic population and White populations have received 
increased focus by researchers and educators.  According to the U.S Census Bureau 
(2005), Hispanics were the largest minority group and the fastest growing sector of the 
population.  As the Hispanic population grows, the educational differentiations need to be 
minimized to allow for a fair learning experience. 
 Currently, there are 349 teams competing at the NCAA D- I level.  A minimum 
requirement to be considered a Division I school is the college must sponsor 14 NCAA 
sport programs.  According to the NCAA (2000) graduate rate report, 41 Division I 
institutions failed to graduate any black male athlete in the sport of men’s basketball.  In 
particular, these facts continue to cause great debate over the impact of ethnic groups and 
low-income student participation in intercollegiate athletics, and the affect athletics has 
on educational and career development of these students. 
 Different abilities to perform in the classroom between students from different 
racial and ethnic groups produced an abundance of literature available to the American 
society.  There are several predictors of academic achievement which studies analyzed to 
make sure student athletes are performing their coursework responsibilities. According to 
Baker, Keller-Wolff, and Wolf-Wendel (2000), the most common measures between 
ethnicity and academic progress were GPA, dropout rates, and standardized test scores.     
 Ethnicity is a variable likely to influence a student’s educational achievement and 
also what sport he or she participates in.  The literature on student athletes of different 
ethnicities mainly focuses on African American athletes.  This was because African 
American athletes still constitute the largest portion of minorities to participate in NCAA 
D-I athletics (NCAA Student Athlete Ethnicity Report, 2009). The NCAA Student 
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Athlete Ethnicity Report (2009a) breaks down their studies of ethnicity by looking at 
American Indian, Asian, Black, Hispanic and White ethnic groups.  Each racial group 
self-defines itself differently as shown in Table 1; however, the current research 
involving college student athletes seldom analyzes Hispanic, Asian, and Native 
Americans because of the small number of participants.  References used throughout the 
remaining section of the literature review, therefore will be predominantly based upon the 
African American student athlete.  
 
Table 1 
 
Ethnic Group Identification and Definitions 
 
 
Title        Description 
 
  
African/African American (Black)   African, Black non    
       Hispanic, and Black or   
       African American  
 
Asian/Asian American     American Indian, Alaskan   
       Natives, and Native    
       Americans  
 
Hispanic       Latino, Mexican, Mexican   
       Americans, Puerto Rican   
       and any other citizen or   
       recent immigrant from Latin   
       American communities  
 
White        Anglo/Caucasian and European  
 
Other        American Indian, Alaskan   
       Natives, and Native    
       American 
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 African Americans constitute the largest proportion of student athletes on athletic 
scholarships in NCAA D- I programs (Vital Signs, 1993).  These scholarships ensure the 
institutions a wealth of quality athletes but do not ensure the athletes a college diploma.  
During the 2003-2004 year, African American male NCAA D-I athletic participation rate 
was 24.6%.  The participation rate of white student athletes was 62.6% percent, Latinos 
3.6%, Asian men, 1.6%, and 7.6% other.  Women athletics differs in white participants 
with 70.6%, African Americans 14.9%, Latinas 3.3%, Asian women 2.1% and 9.1% 
other (Lapchick, 2006).  These participation gaps between ethnicities have shown a 
change to a more diverse population of athletes according to 2008-2009 NCAA statistics 
on ethnicity.   
 Athletes of different ethnic backgrounds spend their college time much like any 
other athlete although social and academic integration, performance pressure in their 
sport, racism and sexism on campus may present issues (Person & LeNoir, 1997).  The 
main struggle for minority athletes was in their ability to maintain a positive academic 
performance without affecting their athletic performance and commitments to their sport.  
Some minority groups, specifically African American males, suffer from an educational 
system that was not developed optimally for different ethnic backgrounds (Sedlecek, 
2004).   
 College admission and predictability of academic performance of different ethnic 
groups are highly controversial issues.  Young and Sowa (1992) evaluated the college 
academic potential for 136 male and female African American student athletes at a 
predominately White NCAA Division I institution. The results of this study indicated that 
the cognitive variable of high school GPA was one of the best predictors of academic 
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success.  The study also found non-cognitive variables aided in predicting future 
academic success, these variables included community service, understanding racism, 
and goal setting.  Herrnstein and Murray (1994) concluded that African Americans score 
lower than other ethnic groups on intelligence tests, but colleges fail to consider the other 
types of intelligence noted by Sternberg’s (1985) Triarchic Theory of Intelligence as 
shown in Figure 1. The noncognitive variable research suggests that African Americans 
tend to rely more on experiential and contextual intelligence to solve problems. 
Therefore, they were just as “smart” as any other racial group, but may present their 
intelligence differently (Sedlecak, 2004). 
 
   
TRIARCHIC THEORY 
 
 
 Componential Experiential Contextual  
 Sub-theory  Sub-theory Sub-theory 
   
 Meta-components Novelty Adaptation 
 Performance  Automation Selection 
 Knowledge Acquisition   Shaping
  
 
 
 
Figure 1. Sternbergs Triarchic Theory (1985) (reproduced for this thesis), which includes 
three facets of subtheories: analytical (componential), creative (experiential), and 
practical (contextual).  
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 Sternbergs Triarchic theory focuses on analytical thinking, creative thinking, and 
practical thinking.  Analytical thinkers are better planners, monitors, reflectors and have a 
better ability to transfer learned skilled.  According to the research creative thinking 
focuses on developing new ideas and creating solutions to problems. Practical thinking 
focuses on selecting and shaping real-world environments and experiences.     
 According to Sedlacek and Adams-Gaston (1992) standardized tests that were 
used for admission to higher education institutions focus on intelligence areas that 
minorities typically do not develop, but were prevalent in male and female Caucasians. 
On average 51% of black males and 60% of black females usually score less than 700 on 
the SAT (Clark, Horton, & Alford, 1986).  Petrie and Russell (1995) also found that ACT 
scores were generally better predictors for non-minority student athletes, but indicated the 
measure of academic stress can help predict first year GPA.  Briggs (1996) found two 
sports differed significantly in the number of African-American student participants, but 
not in any other ethnic category.  Briggs also concluded football and basketball had more 
black players than other intercollegiate sports and also had significantly lower SES.  The 
athletes were more likely to have had a lower high school GPA, and scored lower on the 
SAT.   
 In a study by Sellers (1992) which examined differences between ethnicities and 
college student’s GPA suggested there were different predictors of college academic 
achievement between African Americans and Caucasian student-athletes.  The mothers’ 
occupation and high school GPA were the only considerable predictors of college GPA 
for African Americans.  On the contrary, SES, high school GPA, and SAT/ACT scores 
were significant predictors for Caucasian student athletes.  
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 Kao and Thompon (2003) found that educational achievement gaps over the last 
30 years have decreased.  Their research shows the racial and ethnic background of our 
country was dominated by a younger generation.  In studies where SES was controlled, 
the effect of ethnic background was tamed, but still a noteworthy predictor of 
achievement (Connolly, 2006). 
 The ethnic background of a student athlete can have a significant impact on 
graduation rates.  Typically, African-American student athletes were mentioned because 
of their relatively low graduation rate in comparison to athletes of other ethnic 
backgrounds (Benson, 1994).  Research shows that African Americans enter college less 
prepared than Caucasian student athletes and graduate at a significantly lower rate than 
all other ethnic groups (Benson).  When the NCAA decided to improve eligibility 
standards and begin to focus on educational reform, more of an impact occurred on ethnic 
student athletes.  In general, the effect occurred in low socio-economic classes in which 
the majority was of a non-white background.  This effect made it more difficult for 
coaches and administrators to recruit and give athletic scholarships to students from low-
socioeconomic classes because the academic standards were set to high for their 
admission.  
 In order to solve some of the academic issues related to ethnic background, 
faculty, student athletes, athletic directors and administrators must cooperate to present 
the best possible educational environment. The startling statistics within this variable 
demonstrate the need for more interaction with different ethnic athletes and more 
research to discover what the NCAA and athletic departments across the nation can do to 
improve different ethnic student athlete success.   
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Gender 
 
 
 In 1972, Title IX was implemented into NCAA bylaws, which prohibited 
discrimination by gender in any federally funded educational activity.  Title IX required 
that all institutes of higher education provide student access to sport participation on a 
gender-neutral basis.  As a result, athletic opportunities for female athletes expanded 
significantly.  The percentage of female athletes competing in NCAA D-I compared with 
the total amount of athletes who participated during the initial rule year was 15% (U.S. 
Department of Education, 1997).  The percentage of women athletes competing in NCAA 
D-I athletics in 2005-2006 was 45%.  These data were a testament to the focus of athletic 
departments across the country in implementing Title IX, thus improving women 
athletics and allowing equal opportunity for both genders (NCAA, 2006).  
 On the contrary, a study recently completed by Anderson, Cheslock, and 
Ehrenberg (2006) analyzed Title IX compliance issues and found noncompliance (i.e., 
women being underrepresented among athletes) rates were still as high as 68-83% during 
the 2001-2002 academic year.  These data were not generalized across all athletic 
departments, but suggests that some programs, more than others, need to progress 
positively to improve the gender gap. If equal opportunity is measured by the portion of 
participants in athletics, institutions throughout the United States must remain focused on 
improving the percentage of women sports and women athletes in the years to come.  
 An accumulation of research has been completed analyzing the different 
intellectual abilities between gender in the academic realm.  Macoby and Jacklin (1974) 
found that males had an advantage in mathematical and spatial abilities while females 
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enjoyed an advantage in verbal skills. Today, the findings of Macoby and Jacklin are still 
widely accepted although in recent years, other research has produced results that do not 
support these beliefs. Hyde, Fennema and Lamon (1990), McGraw, Lubienski, and 
Strutchens (2006), and Willingham and Cole (1997) reported that advantages in math, 
spatial abilities, and verbal skills were dependent on the specific skills being tested, the 
selectivity of the sample, and the age of the group being tested.  
 When studying the differences between an athlete’s gender and academic 
performance, the literature tends to find larger gaps in smaller, hand selected populations.  
Female student athletes traditionally graduate at a much higher rate than their male 
counterparts (Benson, 1991).  Overall, female student athletes focus more on graduating 
from college, do not aspire to professional sports careers, and see college athletics as 
more of an extracurricular activity than their male counterparts.  According to Coakley 
(2008) the odds for women to become a professional in some sports are zero because the 
lack of women’s events, teams, or leagues.  Miracle and Rees (1994) found that the 
female athletes who make it into professional athletics usually average a 5-year career.  
The problem with this finding was the evidence that student athletes’ inability 
academically to undertake the time constraints and rigors of athletics while maintaining 
proper academic focus in the classroom impacted the athlete ever making it to the 
professional level.   
  When analyzing data between genders, females tend to dominate academic 
performances. Female student athletes were more likely to come from the top 25% of 
their class, and perform better than males on the ACT particularly between scores of 25-
30 (40% to 28.4%) and scores between 31-36 (7.2% to 1.9%) (Kane, Leo, & Holleran, 
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2008).  The fact that female student athletes routinely outperform their male counterparts 
may be attributed to the fact that many males over-identify with and invest more time and 
effort into their athletic role often at the expense of their academics (Melendez, 2007).   
 The increase in participation by women in athletics has been accompanied by 
intensified recruitment of women athletes and the differences in entering SAT scores 
between women athletes and women non-athletes over time have become equivalent to 
that of men (Shulman & Bowen, 2001). Pascarella, Whitt, Nesheim, Marth, and Pierson 
(2003) indicated that women were cognitively penalized by participating in 
intercollegiate athletics.  The study found that women student athletes tended to have 
levels of standardized cognitive development during the second and third years of college 
that were not significantly different from women non-athletes.  Although, during the third 
year, women student athletes had significantly lower reading comprehension scores than 
did women non-athletes (Pascarella et al.).  
 In a study completed by Meyer (1990) female athletes at a large NCAA D-I 
university were interviewed and evaluated on their university expectations and 
experiences.  Meyer’s study focuses on female student athletes personal experiences 
within academics and athletics and compared the female athletes to male athletes 
interviewed in Adler and Adler’s study (1985).  The participants in the study were 10 
female basketball players and 13 female volleyball players.  The results of this study 
indicated the majority of the female athletes felt idealistic about their future academic 
experiences when entering the college environment.  Female student athletes’ views of 
education were more optimistic than the male athletes who tend to lose interest after one 
year as in Adler and Adler’s study.  Meyer’s findings also concluded that a more positive 
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environment existed among the women; they encouraged each other more academically 
than males, took active roles in course selection and program development, and frowned 
upon special consideration from professors and administrators because of their athletic 
abilities.  Conversely, the men abandoned their idealistic attitudes toward academics and 
were content to exist in a university environment that stressed performance in the gym 
over performance in the classroom. 
 
Scholastic Aptitude Test/American College Test 
 
 
 The Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) and American College Test (ACT) are used 
as predictors of a high school students ability to perform well academically in college.  
Initially, national standardized tests were designed to measure a students’ academic 
preparation for college, but these tests now play a major role in accepting students to 
institutions of higher learning (Benson, 1993).  The ACT test requires students to answer 
questions about their knowledge of english, mathematics, social studies and science.  The 
SAT test scores students on their knowledge of questions related to vocabulary, sentence 
completion, and mathematics in addition to a recently added writing component. 
 In the U.S., almost all universities require a submitted SAT or ACT test score for 
admission.  Universities across the country continue to acknowledge the idea that 
students with a higher score on standardized tests will attain a higher GPA in college than 
students with a lower score.  Beaver (1996) concluded that college admission officers 
declared other factors were important in college admittance but ACT and SAT still 
remained the most important variable.  
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 Standardized assessments, specifically the SAT, have been criticized as poor 
predictors of college performance.  Freedle (2003) and Sedlacek (2004) reported critics 
found SAT questions measured unreliably and were biased against underrepresented 
groups.  King and Bowman (2006) concluded the SAT test may lack validity and 
perpetuate an advantage for a particular ethnic population.  According to the researchers 
above, standardized test scores alone cannot reliably predict academic performance in 
different ethnic groups.     
 The use of the ACT and SAT score cutoffs in determining initial athletic 
eligibility and as a predictor for graduation has excessively affected minority and lower 
socio-economic classes who traditionally score lower on the tests and do not meet the 
minimum requirements to be accepted into college (Suggs, 1999).  The results of these 
tests do not take into consideration the diversity of students and institutions.  This topic 
was also discussed more in depth in the ethnicity portion of the literature review. 
 However, other researchers have found that SAT scores were significantly related 
to academic achievement in college student athletes (Ervin et al., 1985; Hood et al., 
1992). Students who entered college with lower than average admissions criteria, 
including standardized test scores, achieved a lower GPA.  A study completed by Suggs 
(1999) using the National Center for Education Statistics found that 60% of the students 
scoring over 900 on the SAT graduated within 5 years while less than 50% scoring under 
900 graduated.   
 When analyzing academic performance of NCAA student athletes, male 
basketball and football student athletes scored significantly lower on the SAT and ACT 
than males in other sports and females in all sports (Benson, 1997).  Shulman and Bowen 
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(2001) found that athletes in high profile sports such as football and men’s basketball, 
and also hockey were 10.1% below the class rank of students who had the same SAT 
scores, majored in the same field, and came from the same SES.  This research 
undoubtedly reveals that test scores could help to predict what students would have been 
expected to achieve academically, but in recent years athletic departments have stressed 
the importance of academics by providing tutors, educational specialist for disabilities, 
computer labs, first year experience courses for athletes and professional advising staffs 
(i.e., athletication).  This in turn, makes the use of SAT and ACT scores as predictors of 
performance in the classroom more difficult to identify.  It is evident that more athletic 
administrators were interested in helping students learn to balance academic and athletic 
commitments, not only to secure graduation rates, but to make certain that student 
athletes were enjoying their college experience (Holsendolph, 2006).  With the academic 
help provided by athletic departments, improvements in future SAT and ACT scores for 
admittance may become less relevant in predicting academic achievement.   
 
Credit Hours Enrolled 
 
 
 Academic ability and the intelligence level of athletes will directly influence the 
grades they receive in college.  However, in research done on university students, grades 
at the individual level were influenced by factors such as personal motivation, 
organization, study habits, and quality of effort (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991).  A study 
completed by Bivin and Rooney (1999) reported high school class size can influence the 
amount of credit hours students enrolled in during their freshman year.  The findings of 
the study indicated, student class rank and performance on college entrance exams may 
39 
also predict the number of credit hours students will register for during their freshman 
year.   
 Jones (2009) completed a study with 86 NCAA D-I student athletes and focused 
on their attitudes concerning the difference between attitude and the amount of credit 
hours taken in a semester.  In the fall of 2008, the students were administered a 
questionnaire.  Of the 86 respondents, 31 of the student athletes had enrolled in 15 credit 
hours, while 24 student athletes were enrolled in 12 credit hours.  When conducting the 
analysis of variance (F = .301), Jones found no difference between attitudes of athletes 
and the amount of credit hours enrolled.  
 In order to support the inclusion of the credit hours enrolled variable, a few 
studies were analyzed that focused on the general student population.  Duby and 
Schartman (1997) completed credit hour research at two universities. The Oakland 
University (Michigan) study analyzed data from 1986 freshman files and found that 
students who enrolled with 16 or more credits hours per semester were more likely to 
graduate than students who registered for 12 credit hours per semester.  The Northern 
Michigan University study concluded several different findings, two of which were 
relevant to this study; freshman who took low course loads (12 credit hours) took longer 
than four years to graduate and freshman that took higher course loads (16 credit hours) 
tended to have higher GPAs.  A startling statistic was revealed when Oakland’s 
institution indicated a significant decrease in the last decade in the percent of freshmen 
enrolled for 16 or more credit hours per semester.  The data from Oakland University in 
1985 resulted in 44% of freshman who were enrolled for 16 credit hours or more, this 
amount dropped to 14% in 1995.   
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 McCormick and Carroll (1999) found that academic success correlated with credit 
hour production because students who drop courses to avoid failing grades earned fewer 
credit hours. They concluded there was a relationship between first-year grades and credit 
hours earned.  Students with a first year GPA below a 2.5 completed fewer credits than 
students with higher grades.  Fifty-three to sixty percent of students with a grade point 
average between 2.5 and 3.5 completed at least 30 credit hours in the first year.  This 
percentage rose to 73% among first year students with a GPA of 3.5 or higher. 
 A study completed by Volkwein and Lorang (1996) found conflicting results in 
students who enrolled in less credit hours.  Volkwein and Lorang concluded that students 
who took longer to graduate and who tended to register for fewer than 15 credit hours 
were not significantly different from students who graduated in four years on most 
variables measuring academic, social, and administrative aspects of college.  The 
administrative aspects of college limited the students to what courses were available 
certain semesters which in return delayed their ability to take more credits hours and 
graduate on time.  Interestingly, the results of this study indicated students who took 
longer to graduate were not negatively impacted by the time issue and were just as 
satisfied with their college experience as students who graduated in four years.      
 The number of credit hours student athletes choose to enroll in their freshman 
year can play a major role in their academic performance.  Student athletes in their 
freshman year not only needs to become acclimated to the new environment, but also 
must perform their athletic duties.  The pressures added to student athletes to perform 
academically and athletically can affect the number of credit hours they choose to enroll 
in or choose to drop during the semester at a university.   
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Academic Performance  
 
 
 Student GPA continues to be a powerful predictor of academic performances in 
both student athletes and non-student athletes (Comeaux & Harrison, 2001). The findings 
within the Comeaux and Harrison study encouraged universities to adopt a wide range of 
mentoring assessments that would assist student athletes of different academic abilities 
both in the classroom and while competing in athletic events.  The higher a student 
athlete’s GPA in his/her major field of study, the greater the chance the student athlete 
will complete that program to graduation.  College GPA in this study will be the 
dependent variable analyzed against all other socio-demographic variables.       
 In another study, Simons and Van Rheenan (2000) examined academic and 
athletic factors of 200 University of Michigan student athletes.  The results from the 
study confirmed that 85% of the athletes understood the role commitment played in 
determining how successful the student athletes were in their sports and academics.  The 
researchers found that student athletes were held to a higher standard of expected 
academic performance than non-student athletes.  They also found the stronger a student 
athlete’s commitment to sport, the lower his or her GPA and vice versa.  This may 
explain the reason the results indicated a significant decrease in student athlete’s GPAs 
throughout their college experience.  
 College GPA was a widely accepted means of determining academic success and 
the degree to which students have learned what they were expected to learn (McAloon, 
1994).  When analyzing results of grade point averages in athletes, Stecklein and 
Dameron (1965) found no significant difference between the grade point averages of 
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athletes and non-athletes at the University of Minnesota.  Pilapil and Stecklein (1970) 
concluded that athletes had college GPA’s of 2.42, compared with the general student 
populations of 2.40.  However, Harrison (1976) found that football players at North 
Texas State University had a mean GPA of 2.00.  
 A study published in 2007 by Potuto and O’Hanlon asked student athletes how 
athletic participation affected their cumulative GPA.  The results indicated an astonishing 
71.3% of male athletes reported that sport participation affected their GPA negatively 
while 56.7% of females felt the same way.  Mickle’s (2001) study discovered whether 
athletes participating in team sports would be better in achieving mature interpersonal 
relationships than those in individual sports and whether athletes who have obtained a 
higher GPA would be expected to have a better ability at establishing and clarifying ideas 
than those with a lower GPA.  Mickle’s study found a strong correlation between GPA 
and social development.  The study demonstrated that athletes with lower GPAs were at a 
lower level developmentally, which could impact their ability to establish an identity or 
mature relationship in a university environment.       
 The use of college GPA to predict academic performance was a common variable 
in research studies focusing on student success.  Research presented produced mixed 
results when comparing student athletes to non-student athletes GPA.  More importantly, 
research in this area demonstrated that an athlete’s understanding of commitment and 
maturity are needed in order to succeed in the university athletically and academically.  
In the future, GPA will continue to remain a critical component in predicting academic 
success and whether a student-athlete is at risk for possible academic problems.  The use 
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of college GPA will allow athletic departments to break down the required steps needed 
to help improve the athletes’ chances of academic success.          
 
Marital Status 
 
 
 Ortiz (1994) addressed the limited amount of research completed on the topic of 
marriage in sport.  After reviewing the literature, it was evident that most of the research 
was related to professional athletes’ marriage life and its effect on their personal life 
(Crute, 1981; Ortiz; Powers, 1990).  In most cases, the marriages become chaotic because 
of the constraints the wife or husband experience to allow their significant other to pursue 
their sports career.  This research was limited to finding the social impacts between the 
couples who were married, therefore it does not relate to our marriage research question.  
In our study, we were trying to find if marriage affects the academic performance of 
NCAA D-I freshman student athletes.   
 Research related to freshman student athletes being married was virtually non-
existent because of the age in which most athletes enter college.  The researcher was 
unable to find data to support whether or not marital status has an effect on an NCAA D-I 
freshman student athlete’s performance academically.  Further research was needed in 
this area to find possible sources of information. The sample size of marriage in this 
study revealed 12 of 205 total participants were married during their freshman year which 
would indicate the variable has little significance to this study.   
 
 
 
 
 
44 
Social Economic Status 
 
 The persistent achievement gaps among students of different SES and ethnicities 
in the United States represents an issue that has commanded public, policy, and research 
attention on and off for about 100 years now, and it is once again at the forefront of 
policy making agendas not only in athletics but within the general student population 
(Perez-Johnson & Maynard, 2007). SES is a strong predictor of academic achievement.  
Researchers using SES typically measured the variable by parental income or occupation.   
 Terrell and Terrell (1984) examined a group of African American student 
athletes’ and their socioeconomic status.  The researchers found that African American 
financial status while attending college decreased to the point that they would need to 
find a part-time or full-time job to pay for their education.  This type of scenario lead to 
higher drop-out rates for African-American students in general. In other studies, Sack and 
Theil (1979) found that collegiate athletic participation may enhance the social mobility 
of individuals from relatively low socioeconomic backgrounds.  Adelman (1990) 
analyzed varsity athletes from his high school class at age 32 and found they had a higher 
rate of employment and home ownership than other former college students.  
Interestingly, these athletes were less likely to indicate that their college education was 
relevant to their current job and that they had obtained a lower socioeconomic occupation 
than they had planned at a younger age.    
 Several researchers have found evidence that SES was a significant predictor of 
academic achievement in regular college students.  Researchers using SES, typically 
measured by parental income, occupations, and educational attainment, have consistently 
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reported a direct relationship to achievement (Flanagan, 1993; Kao & Thompson, 2003; 
St. Rose, 2008).  However, Sirin (2005) showed that the strength of the relationship 
between SES and achievement varies widely depending on the measure used and the 
source of the data.   
 According to the American Association of University Women Educational 
Foundation (1992) SES was one of the best predictors of educational achievement when 
measured by grades and test scores. Brown (1991) analyzed a sample of second-grade 
and fifth-grade students and found that the effect of SES was evident at an early age and 
was an important determinant of academic achievement.  Korbin, Sathy, and Shaw 
(2007) found that students who come from higher income backgrounds consistently 
outperform lower income students on the SAT tests. Korbin et al. also reported the largest 
educational gaps between students existed between families who made over $100,000 a 
year and families who made less than $30,000 a year.  The SAT score differences 
between these two income levels were significant. 
 The literature related to SES clearly identifies the variable as a significant 
predictor of academic performance.  Many researchers demonstrate the idea that SES was 
a better and stronger predictor of performance rather than gender and ethnicity.  The lack 
of research completed on athletes from different socio-economic statuses was an issue 
that needs attention and may become a vital component in evaluating a student athlete’s 
potential in academia.          
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Faculty Interaction 
 
 
 At most institutions in the United States, faculty plays a major role in the 
administration and direction of the institution.  In some instances, the disconnection 
between faculty and the institutions can create major problems when it comes to the 
athletic department’s agenda.  For the most part, faculty members seem to pick one side 
or the other making them either fans of student athletes or opponents.  In order to 
participate in athletics, student athletes must pass eligibility requirements provided by the 
NCAA governing body.  Hence, faculty are often required to help an athlete pass a test, 
assignment or help them get caught up if they miss class for athletic purposes.   
 There was substantial evidence that shows a faculty member can have an 
influence on students beyond the formal classroom setting.  When a student interacts with 
a faculty member, a strengthened bond with the student’s institution was created (Baxter 
Magolda, 1987).  Faculty interaction with a student can be formal or informal.  The 
research in the field supports that any type of interaction can potentially influence a 
student’s educational goals in a positive way.  
 Living in an on-campus environment can provide an ideal out-of-class setting for 
informal student-faculty interaction to occur because the location has an influence on the 
amount of interaction between students and faculty.  Chickering’s (1969) research reveals 
that the impact of faculty contact is second only to the impact of a peer group.  The result 
of Garret and Zabriskie’s (2004) study suggests that students participating in an on 
campus LLC environment were more likely to have formal and informal interactions with 
faculty members.  Students who live in a LLC and were not a part of the LLC program 
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were still found to have small but significantly higher informal-mentor type interactions 
with faculty members than students who lived off campus or in traditional residence 
halls.   
 In another study related to student and faculty interactions, Cokley (2000) found 
that students who had more positive perceptions of faculty encouragement had higher 
self-concept scores and higher academic motivation scores than students who had more 
negative perceptions of faculty encouragement.  Baxter Magolda (1987) provided support 
for out-of-class student faculty relationships that can be developed in the residence hall 
setting as they provide an opportunity for students to seek out and develop relationships 
with faculty that would not have been developed if they were limited to only the 
traditional classroom environment.  Terenzini, Pascerella, and Blimling (1996) concluded 
that student-faculty contact and student learning were positively related and should be 
promoted as a good practice within the institution. 
 Unruh (2001) studied men’s basketball and football players from 11 Division I 
universities in the Big Sky, Big Ten, Big 12, Big West, PAC 10, and WAC athletic 
conferences.  The student athletes who participated were of junior and senior status and 
were enrolled at the university for at least one year.  Unruh also examined coaches (n = 
39), administrators (n = 25), and faculty (n = 8).  His findings indicated that high 
academic performance and high persistence institutions scored the highest in support of 
student athletes’ academic and athletic endeavors.  The results supported that student 
faculty interactions and relationships strongly correlated with academic performance and  
the student athlete’s ability to remain in college until graduation.          
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Attendance 
 
 
 The use of attendance to measure academic performance is difficult to predict 
before a freshman athlete enters college.  It was important to be aware that freshman 
athletes were placed in different situations from normal students and must adjust to the 
fact that class time cannot be missed without punishment from coaches, athletic 
departments and the NCAA.  Once students begin their freshman year, research supports 
the fact that class attendance does relate directly to academic performance.   
 If attendance is monitored during an athlete’s freshman year, a direct relation can 
exist with their academic performance.  Romer (1993) stressed the importance of 
attendance to academic success at the college level.  He found that absenteeism at the 
college level was uncontrolled.  His data show that one-third of students miss class on 
any given day, and those students who attended class regularly performed one letter grade 
better than students who tended to miss class.  Romer also found that students who 
attended only a quarter of the classes received a mean course grade of 1.79 which was 
equal to a C-, whereas students who did not miss any lectures received a mean course 
grade of 3.44 which was equal to a B+.  Attendance in his study accounted for 31% of 
variance in academic performance.   
 The issue with this study was that freshman athletes were often required to miss 
class due to excused “university absences” that allow them to attend games.  The athlete 
was put at an extreme disadvantage according to the data Romer collected because of the 
inability to attend class during season when competitions require them to be absent from 
class.   
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 Lai and Chan (2000) completed a study on the general student population and 
their attendance at a Midwest regional state university.  The study used two classes with 
40 students each.  The treatment group had a mandatory class attendance policy which 
accounted for 15% of a student’s grade.  The other class had no mandatory attendance 
policy and served as the control group.  The results indicated a positive and statistically 
significant (p <.01) result for the attendance variable. Students who were required to 
attend class for a portion of their grading did show an increase in academic performance.    
This study will look at the amount of absences athletes at Utah State University had 
during the year and how many were excused for university reasons and unexcused for 
personal reasons.  
 
Conclusion 
  
 
 The conflict of interest between higher education and athletics has been an issue 
since the first documented football athletic event in 1869.  It is evident by the amount of 
research completed on academic issues related to athletes and athletic departments that 
athletes receive an education different from normal students.  This type of university 
education can be referred to as athletication.  The research related to academic 
performance of student athletes has presented mixed results for each variable being 
considered in the study.  In many NCAA D-I institutions a student athlete’s role in 
athletics has impacted his/her achievements in academics.  Student athletes who compete 
have been given a stereotypical outlook of being unsuccessful students or underachievers.  
It is evident that more research is needed in this area to find what variables play a 
prominent role in impacting a student athlete’s performance academically.  
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 This educational administration research will help aid administrators at Utah State 
University in developing goals and strategies to help improve a student athlete’s 
performance in academics.  The ability of these individuals to develop and maintain an 
intercollegiate athletic program that indicates improvements in the academic success of 
student athletes at a high rate is essential to the overall success and standards of the 
university.  The goal of the university should be to help student athletes in any way 
possible to decrease the amount of stress placed upon them to perform in their sport and 
in the classroom.   
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CHAPTER III 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
 
Chapter Overview 
 
 
 The previous chapters of the present investigation served to introduce the study 
and review a compilation of pertinent articles within the areas of student housing, age, 
high school GPA, ethnicity, gender, SAT, ACT, credit hours enrolled, marital status, 
SES, faculty interaction, and absences.  The purpose of the methodology chapter was to 
detail the research design, population and setting, instrumentation, data collection 
procedures, and data analysis procedures.  These areas were discussed in the order listed 
above utilizing the information gained through the literature review.   
 The purpose of the study was to determine if an NCAA D-I freshman student 
athletes place of residency on campus, as opposed to off campus, while attending college 
during his/her freshman year had a statistically significant relationship on his/her 
achievement as it relates to academic performance.  The continued purpose of the study 
examined the relationship between selected socio-demographic components to academic 
performance in NCAA D-I freshman student athletes and how this relationship may have 
directly related to their academic performance during their freshman year. 
 The study examined Utah State University freshman student athletes from the fall 
of 2005 through the spring of 2009.  Data for this study were obtained from the Utah 
State University’s athletic department database of student athletes (Access Banner), and a 
questionnaire (Appendix E).  The questionnaire was developed by the researcher and his 
supervisory committee (Appendix A) in the course of reviewing the related literature 
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relevant to student athlete success in academics.  The questionnaire analyzed students’ 
faculty interaction, abstenteeism, and SES.  
 
Research Design 
  
 
 The current investigation was a form of descriptive research.  Descriptive research 
is a broad classification of research under which many types of research are conducted 
(Baumgartner, Strong, & Hensley, 2006).  Examples of descriptive research include, 
survey, developmental, case study, correlational, normative, observational, action, and 
causal-comparative.  The purpose for this type of research is to describe a present 
situation, what people currently believe, what people are doing at the moment and the 
relationship between these variables (Baumgartner et al.).  This study examined student 
athletes’ housing, demographic data and other potential variables to predict academic 
success within the freshman year of college.  The research questions and data were 
analyzed using correlation and survey style descriptive statistics.   
 The design of this study was unique in nature.  Little information has been 
collected on NCAA D-I freshman student athletes’ academic performance in relation to 
their place of residency.  In recent years, schools across the country have implemented a 
requirement that freshman student athletes live on campus their first year of schooling 
(based on a web search of selected NCAA D-I schools).  Utah State University is 
considering this option in order to help their athletes perform better in the classroom (for 
example 04-05 graduation rates for football players was 55% compared to general student 
body graduation rate of 73%) as well as improve retention.  
53 
 The first part of this study required the collection of socio-demographic 
components.  To collect the socio-demographic components of the freshman student 
athletes, access to student records and self-reporting data was approved                
(Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was granted, Appendix B) by the Utah State 
University IRB.  The data were obtained via the athletic departments’ access to banner 
(the university’s student file location) and through the completion of a self-reporting 
questionnaire.  To obtain this information, each athlete completed an informed consent 
form (Appendix C) in regard to his/her freshman year experience prior to participation in 
this study. 
 The second part of this study incorporated self-reported data that were obtained 
from Utah State University’s student athletes.  The data were extracted from answering 
questions on the survey instrument.  Information collected from the questionnaire in no 
way compromised the anonymity of the participants.  Concurrent validity was established 
by the test-retest method.  A Pearson product-moment correlation was used to determine 
the reliability of the questionnaire.  Results indicated an r-value ≥ .84, which indicates a 
very strong relationship between the interclass reliability method of test-retest.  When  
analyzing the probability of having statistically significant variables, 13 x .05 = .65 or 1 
variable would occur to be significant by chance.  Results of this study revealed nine 
variables to be significant at the .05 level (two-tailed).        
 Statistical methodology was employed to answer the research questions and 
identify the relationships between variables.  The researcher gathered academic and non-
academic information from student athletes at Utah State University.  With this 
information, a plethora of descriptive statistical relationships were made to provide an 
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accurate profile of freshman student athletes at Utah State University.  The information 
collected in this study provided critical data needed to reconcile problems that plague 
athletic departments across the country such as issues related to informal and formal 
faculty contact (data support more contact with faculty relates to improved academic 
performance) (Chickering, 1969; Garret & Zabriskie, 2004; Terenzini et al., 1996), 
absenteeism (data support greater academic performance based on less absenteeism) 
(Romer, 1993) and other variables.         
 
Population and Setting 
 
 
The required sample size to complete a regression analysis depends on the 
number of variables.  Green (1991) provides a thorough discussion of these issues and 
some procedures to help decide how many cases are necessary.  The simplest rule of 
thumb is N ≥ 50 + 8m (m being the number of variables) for testing a multiple correlation 
and N ≥ 104 + m for testing individual predictors.  The amount of participants used in 
this study was statistically acceptable according to Green.   
 The population for this study included qualifying undergraduate student athletes 
who enrolled as first time freshman at Utah State University.  Information in the NCAA 
D-I Manual (2009b) is applied as follows: 
A first time freshman is an entering freshman who has never attended any college 
(or other postsecondary institution).  This includes a student enrolled in the fall 
term who attended college for the first time during the prior summer term. (p.138)  
For the purpose of the population, a freshman student athlete must have been 
enrolled for the first time in an undergraduate degree program following graduation from 
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a secondary school.  This also includes a student who entered with advanced placement 
courses (college credits earned before graduation from high school).  The first time 
student definition excludes transfer students.  This may alter the total population numbers 
for this study.   
 The eligible population for this study included 347 total athletes, 202 male and 
145 female.  The number decreased significantly once transfer students were taken into 
account.  Of the eligible population, 210 athletes; 107 male and 103 female met the 
minimum requirement to become a participant.  The population used in this study (N = 
205) 104 male and 101 female received the questionnaire through the co-principal 
researcher.  The co-principal researcher was able to contact the five remaining student 
athletes, who were not included in this study, to administer the questionnaire but was 
unable to actually meet with the athletes due to their time conflicts.  The freshman 
undergraduate student athletes matriculated at the institution during the academic years of 
2005-2006, 2006-2007, 2007-2008, and 2008-2009.  The reasoning behind choosing this 
data collection period was because of the availability of the senior athletes who entered 
Utah State University in the fall of 2005 as well as the completion of one academic year 
for incoming freshman students in the fall of 2009.  
 The population used in this study (N = 205) received the questionnaire through 
the co-principal researcher.  Upon completion of the questionnaire, each individual 
returned his/her informed consent and survey to the co-principal researcher.  The 
expected response rate of the questionnaire was 50%; while professional participants 
were likely to have an 80% return, but only a 10% return was likely from the general 
public (Baumgartner et al., 2006).  A response rate of 75% for this study will be 
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considered an acceptable statistical sample of the population.  A total of 98% of the 
surveys were completed for a total of 205 respondents (210 possible) to be included in 
the analysis.         
 Utah State University is a NCAA D-I institution and a member of the Western 
Athletic Conference (WAC).  The following sports are sponsored by Utah State 
University Department of Intercollegiate Athletics: football, men’s and women’s 
basketball, softball, men’s and women’s tennis, women’s soccer, women’s gymnastics, 
women’s volleyball, men’s and women’s track and field (combined with men’s and 
women’s cross country) and men’s golf.  The university’s athletic department operated 
with a budget of approximately 14 million dollars in 2008-2009.  Utah State University 
was crowned the national champion of the Excellence in Management Cup, presented by 
Texas A&M's Laboratory for the Study of Intercollegiate Athletics (LSIA) for the 2008-
2009 year.  The Excellence in Management Cup awards athletic departments that win the 
most conference and national championships, while at the same time have the lowest 
expenses.  During the 2008-2009 academic year, Utah State University won a school 
record tying five conference championships, which was its most since joining the 
Western Athletic Conference 4 years ago. 
 The administration of the self-reporting questionnaire was held in the Athletic and 
Academic Advising Offices of the North End Zone Complex at Utah State University.  
Meetings occurred in tutor room one, on the third floor during the spring, summer, and 
fall semester of 2009.  The selected time intervals for the questionnaire accommodated 
the needs of the participants in the study.   
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Instrumentation 
 
 
 The instrumentation used for this study included self-reporting of data and 
gathering of quantitative data by accessing Dr. Brian Evans (Associate Athletic Director 
for Student Athlete Services) athletic files.  The athletes’ files were useful in gathering 
data and helped improve the researcher’s statistical evaluation of a number of the social 
demographic variables.   
 The quantitative data collected were analyzed based on the following variables as 
shown in Table 2; residency, high school GPA, age, gender, ethnicity, marital status, 
SAT/ACT scores, credit hours enrolled, informal and formal faculty interaction, and 
absenteeism (excused and unexcused).  These data assisted the researcher in detecting 
potential relationships to academic performance from athletes.  
 The self-reporting questionnaire was completed in approximately 5 minutes.  The 
questionnaire was one page in length and organized into six questions which focus on the 
following: formal interaction with faculty (email, phone call, office visit), informal 
interaction with faculty (cultural events, personal issues, lunch) absences during the 
freshman year (excused and unexcused), and SES (low, middle, upper middle, and 
upper).  The sixth question was a verbal question not included on the questionnaire but 
essential for the successful completion of this study.  All participants were asked about 
their place of residency during their freshman year and the response was added to the 
questionnaire.  In order to contact participants, emails, phone calls and aid from the 
Student Athlete Services was required.  Each athlete responded to the emails or phone 
calls and set up a time to interview with the co-principal researcher.   
58 
 The questionnaire and research study was explained to each individual athlete one 
at a time and any questions they asked were answered before the signing of the informed 
consent.  At this time each individual student athlete completed the questionnaire.  The 
questionnaire procedure was supervised during a number of interviews by the principal 
investigator Dr. John M. Kras.  When completing the questionnaire, some data items 
required a recall of information from their freshman year as in the case of place of 
residency.  The researcher and his supervisory committee believed these items to be 
easily recalled by the entire population and the data recalled were reliable.   
 
Data Collection Procedures 
 
 
 All data collected during this study were obtained from student athletes who 
volunteered and who signed an informed consent allowing the researcher to use their data 
for the study.  The informed consent forms were signed and dated and a copy will be kept 
in a locked filing cabinet for three years.   
 In consultation with the Associate Athletic Director for Student Athlete Services 
and the universities’ student athletes, the researchers gathered the selected socio-
demographic information of the student athletes via banner and the athletic department’s 
files.  When time permitted (time between student athlete practices, games and 
coursework) a meeting with the athlete occurred and the self-reporting questionnaire was 
administered.  These data (Appendix F) were analyzed and results were presented in 
Chapter IV.      
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Data Analysis Procedures 
 
 
 The statistical analysis for this research project consisted of the descriptive 
statistics, Pearson product-moment correlation, point biserial correlation, and a stepwise 
multiple regression.  The design of the study presented data analyzed using a widely 
accepted statistical computer program Statistical Program for the Social Sciences (SPSS), 
version 17.0 (In SPSS, point biserial correlation is analyzed the same as Pearson product-
moment correlation).  All data gathered from the questionnaires, along with the socio-
demographic components collected from the athletic office files and banner INB (Utah 
States student file access) were analyzed with the program.  These statistical procedures 
were used to determine the relationship between academic performance, housing options 
and selected socio-demographic components.   
 
Summary 
 
 
 The research design, instrumentation, data collection procedures and data analysis 
were carefully planned after an extensive review of literature of all variables being 
analyzed in this study.  The studies within the literature review suggested different 
changes in a freshman student athlete’s lifestyle can improve academic performance.  
Through this study, it is hypothesized all variables will have a significant relationship on 
an NCAA D-I freshman student athletes academic performance.  The results of this study 
may be generalized to other NCAA D-I athletic participating institutions who admit 
similar types of student athletes.  
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Table 2 
 
Variables Included in Study 
 
 
Variable Source Type 
 
 
Housing Option 
(On Campus = On, Off Campus = Off) Questionnaire Dichotomous 
 
Age 
(student age at time of admission) Athletic Files Continuous 
 
High School GPA 
(Cumulative High School GPA) Athletic Files Continuous  
 
Ethnicity  
(White = 1, Black = 2, Asian = 3 
Hispanic = 4, Other = 5) Athletic Files Categorical 
 
SAT/ACT Scores Athletic Files Continuous 
  
Credit Hours 
(total credit hours for first year) Athletic Files Continuous  
 
Marital Status 
(Married = 1, Single = 2) Athletic Files Dichotomous 
 
Social Economic Status  Questionnaire Categorical 
 
Formal Faculty Interaction  Questionnaire Categorical  
 
Informal Faculty Interaction  Questionnaire Categorical 
 
Absences Questionnaire Continuous 
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CHAPTER IV  
 
RESULTS  
 
 
Introduction  
 
 
 The current study was designed to examine multiple research questions about the 
academic performance of NCAA D-I freshman student athletes.  The purpose of the study 
was to determine if an NCAA D-I freshman student athlete’s place of residency on 
campus, as opposed to off campus, while attending college during their freshman year 
had a statistically significant relationship to their achievement as it relates to academic 
performance.  The continued purpose of the study examined the relationship between 
selected socio-demographic components to academic performance in NCAA D-I 
freshman student athletes and how this relationship may have directly related to their 
academic performance during their freshman year.  
 All variables in this study were examined in relation to academic performance as 
measured individually by cumulative college GPA at the end of their freshman year.  
Descriptive statistics were collected and in order to determine each relationship between 
variables, the Pearson product-moment correlations were completed (point biserial 
correlations were completed for selected variables) and a stepwise multiple regression 
was also performed to identify the predictability of these variables and their relationship 
on academic performance.  These statistical analyses were performed using SPSS 17.0. 
The previous chapter discussed the design and procedures used to gather data and the 
analysis methods that were used to obtain the results.  The results of the statistical 
analysis of this study, with reference to pertinent tables, are described in this chapter. 
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Profile of Population 
 
 Population profile/frequencies for the freshman student athletes in this study are 
shown in Table 3.  The group consisted of N = 205 student athletes at Utah State 
University. The gender of the population included n = 104 male and n = 101 female 
athletes.  The data set includes full-time degree seeking freshman student athletes during 
the academic years 2005-2006, 2006-2007, 2007-2008, and 2008-2009.    
 
Table 3 
Student Athlete Population Profile/Frequencies 
 
 
 Frequency Percent 
 
 
Population 205 100 
Gender   
 Male 104   51 
 Female 101   49 
 
Race   
 White  135   66 
 Black   36   18 
 Asian  5     2 
 Hispanic  7     3 
 Other 22   11 
 
Residency  
 On Campus 161   79 
 Off Campus 44   21 
 
Marital  
 Married 12      6 
 Not Married 193   94 
 
 
(continued) 
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  Frequency Percent 
 
 
Formal Faculty Interaction 
 Never 11   5       
 A few times a semester 108 53 
 A few times a month 68 33 
 Once or more a week  18   9 
 
Informal Faculty Interaction 
 Never 89 43 
 A few times a semester 92 45 
 A few times a month 21 11 
 Once or more a week 3   1 
 
Absences Excused  
 Never 19   9 
 1-3 Classes 34 17 
 4-7 Classes 54 26 
 8 or more  98 48 
 
Absences Unexcused  
 Never 42 21  
 1-3 Classes 78 38 
 4-7 Classes 46 22 
 8 or more 39 19 
 
SES  
 Less than 45,000 56 27 
 45,000-120,000 97 47 
 120,000-200,000 38 19 
 Greater than 200,000 14   7 
 
 
 
Descriptive Analysis  
 
 The descriptive analysis was completed on all continuous variables within the 
study.  Table 4 observed means and standard deviations of the dependent variable; 
freshman year GPA, and the independent continuous variables; high school GPA, ACT, 
SAT, freshman age, and credit hours enrolled.  
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Table 4  
Descriptive Statistics 
  
 
 N Mean Std Deviation Min Max 
 
 
Population  205               
FR GPA 205 3.03 .60 1.45 4.00 
ACT a 188 21.76 4.06 14.00 33.00 
High GPA b 191 3.39 .48 2.13 4.00 
FR Age 205 18.31 .91 17.00 22.00 
CHEnroll 205 31.85 3.54 19.00 49.00 
SAT a 10 1066.00 181.00 840.00 1510.00 
 
 
Note. Students without SAT/ACT and HS GPA were international students who take 
different entrance exams as well as incorporate different HS GPA rating scales.  
a 7 students without SAT or ACT score  
b 14 students without HS GPA 
 
  
Results of Testing the Hypotheses  
 
 Fourteen hypotheses were tested for significance at the .05 level. The fourteen 
hypotheses were stated as follows: 
1. There will be a statistically significant relationship in freshman year academic 
performance between NCAA D-I freshman student athletes who lived on campus housing 
or in off campus housing.  
2. There will be a statistically significant relationship between freshman year academic 
performance and an NCAA D-I freshman student athletes high school GPA.  
3. There will be a statistically significant relationship between freshman year academic 
performance and the age of NCAA D-I freshman student athletes. 
4. There will be a statistically significant relationship in freshman year academic 
performance among NCAA D-I freshman student athletes of different ethnic groups.  
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5. There will be a statistically significant relationship in freshman year academic 
performance between NCAA D-I freshman student athlete gender.  
6. There will be a statistically significant relationship between NCAA D-I freshman 
student athletes SAT scores and their freshman year academic performance.  
7. There will be a statistically significant relationship between NCAA D- freshman 
student athletes ACT scores and their freshman year academic performance.  
8. There will be a statistically significant relationship between freshman year academic 
performance and credit hours enrolled by NCAA D-I freshman student athletes.  
9. There will be a statistically significant relationship between freshman year academic 
performance and marital status of NCAA D-I freshman student athletes.  
10. There will be a statistically significant relationship between freshman year academic 
performance and socioeconomic status of NCAA D-I freshman student athletes.  
11. There will be a statistically significant relationship between freshman year academic 
performance and formal faculty interaction by NCAA D-I freshman student athletes.  
12. There will be a statistically significant relationship between freshman year academic 
performance and informal faculty interaction by NCAA D-I freshman student athletes.  
13. There will be a statistically significant relationship between freshman year academic 
performance and number of classes missed (excused and unexcused) by NCAA D-I 
freshman student athletes.  
14. There will be a significant relationship between residency, age, high school GPA, 
ethnicity, gender, SAT/ACT, credit hours enrolled, maritial status, formal and informal 
faculty contact, excused and unexcused absences, socioeconomic status and an NCAA D- 
I freshman student athletes academic performance.  
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 Pearson product-moment correlation (also point biserial) was used as the 
statistical test for the first 13 hypotheses.  This allowed the researcher to present a 
relationship between the independent variables of the study to academic performance 
(dependent variable). A stepwise multiple regression was used as the statistical test for 
the 14th  hypothesis.  The stepwise multiple regression equation would allow the 
researcher to potentially predict freshman year academic performance and exclude multi-
collinear variables from the regression model.  
 
Correlation Analysis of Academic Performance Predictor Variables 
 
 
 The first hypothesis was concerned with the correlation between residency (on 
campus and off campus) and freshman year academic performance (i.e., freshman GPA). 
The result of the relationship appears in Table 5 as the correlation coefficient for 
Residency.   
 
Table 5 
 
Correlation Coefficient Between Residency and Academic Performance 
 
  
 r p N 
 
 
Correlation coefficient  .11 .12 205 
 
 
 
 The actual computed r-value of .11 had a two-tailed probability level of .12 and 
was not significant.  Since the computed value in SPSS.17.0 was less than that required 
for significance, the data supported the rejection of the first hypothesis.  
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 The second hypothesis was concerned with the correlation between freshman year 
age of a NCAA D-I freshman student athlete and their freshman year academic 
performance. The result of this relationship appears in Table 6 as the correlation 
coefficient for age.  
 
Table 6 
 
Correlation Coefficient Between Age and Academic Performance 
 
  
 r p N 
 
 
Correlation coefficient  .15 .034* 205 
 
 
* Correlation was significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 
 
 The actual computed r-value of .15 had a two-tailed probability level of .034 and 
was statistically significant. Since the computed value in SPSS 17.0 was greater than that 
required for significance, the data supported the acceptance of the second hypothesis. The 
r-value of a positive number indicated when a freshman student athlete’s age was greater 
(i.e., 18 years versus 20 years) at the beginning of his/her freshman year, academic 
performance increases.  The correlation coefficient of age (r = .15) was considered an 
extremely low relationship according to Miller (1994).  
 The third hypothesis was concerned with the correlation between high school 
GPA and freshman year academic performance.  The result of the relationship appears in 
Table 7 as the correlation coefficient for high school GPA. 
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Table 7 
 
Correlation Coefficient Between High School GPA and Academic Performance 
 
  
 r p n 
 
 
Correlation coefficient  .66 .001* 191 
 
 
* Correlation was significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
  
 The actual computed r-value of .66 had a two tailed probability level of .001 and 
was statistically significant. Since the computed value in SPSS 17.0 was more than 
required for significance, the data supported the acceptance of the third hypothesis.  The 
correlation coefficient of high school GPA (r = .66) was considered a high relationship 
according to Miller (1994). 
 The fourth hypothesis was concerned with the correlation between ethnicity and 
freshman year academic performance.  The result of the relationship appears in Table 8 
as the correlation coefficient for ethnicity.  
 
Table 8 
 
Correlation Coefficient Between Ethnicity and Academic Performance 
 
  
 r p N 
 
 
Correlation coefficient  -.23 .001* 205 
 
 
* Correlation was significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
  
 The actual computed r-value of -.23 had a two tailed probability level of .001 and 
was statistically significant. Since the computed value in SPSS 17.0 was more than 
required for significance, the data supported the acceptance of the fourth hypothesis. The 
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correlation coefficient of ethnicity (r = -.23) was considered to be a low relationship 
according to Miller (1994). 
 The fifth hypothesis was concerned with the correlation between gender and  
freshman year academic performance.  The result of the relationship appears in Table 9 
as the correlation coefficient for gender. 
 
Table 9 
 
Correlation Coefficient Between Gender and Academic Performance 
 
  
 r p N 
 
 
Correlation coefficient  .37 .001* 205 
 
 
* Correlation was significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
  
 The actual computed r-value of .37 had a two-tailed probability level of .001 and 
was statistically significant.  Since the computed value in SPSS 17.0 was more than 
required for significance, the data supported the acceptance of the fifth hypothesis. The 
correlation coefficient of gender (r = .37) was considered to be a low relationship 
according to Miller (1994). 
 The sixth hypothesis was concerned with the correlation between ACT score and 
freshman year academic performance. The result of the relationship appears in Table 10 
as the correlation coefficient for ACT.  
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Table 10 
 
Correlation Coefficient Between ACT and Academic Performance 
 
  
 r p n 
 
 
Correlation coefficient  .48 .001* 188 
 
 
* Correlation was significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
 The actual computed r-value of .48 had a two-tailed probability level of .001 and 
was statistically significant. Since the computed value in SPSS 17.0 was more than 
required for significance, the data supported the acceptance of the sixth hypothesis.  The 
correlation coefficient of ACT score (r = .48) was considered to be a moderate 
relationship according to Miller (1994).  
 The seventh hypothesis was concerned with the correlation between SAT score 
and freshman year academic performance. The result of the relationship appears in Table 
11 of the correlation coefficient for SAT score.  
 
Table 11 
 
Correlation Coefficient Between SAT and Academic Performance 
 
  
 r p n 
 
 
Correlation coefficient  -.31 .39 10 
 
 
 
 
 The actual computed r-value of -.31 had a two-tailed probability of .39 and was 
not statistically significant. Since the computed value in SPSS was less than required for 
significance, the data supported a rejection of the seventh hypothesis.  
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 The eighth hypothesis was concerned with the correlation between credit hours 
enrolled during their freshman year and freshman year academic performance. The result 
of the relationship appears in Table 12 as the correlation coefficient for credit hour 
enrollment. 
  
Table 12 
 
Correlation Coefficient Between Credit Hour Enrollment and Academic Performance 
 
  
 r p N 
 
 
Correlation coefficient  .068 .34 205 
 
 
 The actual computed r-value of .068 had a two-tailed probability of .34 and was 
not statistically significant. Since the computed value in SPSS 17.0 was less than required 
for significance, the data supported a rejection of the eighth hypothesis. 
 The ninth hypothesis was concerned with the correlation between freshman year 
marital status and freshman year academic performance. The result of the relationship 
appears in Table 13 of the correlation coefficient for marital status.  
 
Table 13 
 
Correlation Coefficient Between Marital Status and Academic Performance 
 
  
 r p N 
 
 
Correlation coefficient  -.003 .97 205 
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 The actual computed r-value of -.003 had a two-tailed probability of .97 and was 
not statistically significant. Since the computed value in SPSS was less than required for 
significance, the data supported a rejection of the ninth hypothesis. 
 The tenth hypothesis was concerned with the correlation between socioeconomic 
status and freshman year academic performance. The result of the relationship appears in 
Table 14 of the correlation coefficient for socioeconomic status.  
 
Table 14 
 
Correlation Coefficient Between Socioeconomic Status and Academic Performance 
 
  
 r p N 
 
 
Correlation coefficient  .27 .001* 205 
 
 
* Correlation was significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
 The actual computed r-value of .27 had a two-tailed probability of .001 and was 
statistically significant. Since the computed value in SPSS 17.0 was more than required 
for significance, the data supported an acceptance of the tenth hypothesis. The correlation 
coefficient of socioeconomic status (r = .27) was considered a low relationship according 
to Miller (1994). 
 The eleventh hypothesis was concerned with the correlation between freshman 
year formal faculty interaction and freshman year academic performance. The result of 
the relationship appears in Table 15 of the correlation coefficient for formal faculty 
interaction.  
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Table 15 
 
Correlation Coefficient Between Formal Faculty Interaction and Academic Performance 
 
  
 r p N 
 
 
Correlation coefficient  -.011 .88 205 
 
 
 
 The actual computed r-value of -.011 had a two-tailed probability of .88 and was 
not statistically significant. Since the computed value in SPSS was less than required for 
significance, the data supported a rejection of the eleventh hypothesis. 
 The twelfth hypothesis was concerned with the correlation between freshman year 
informal faculty interaction and freshman year academic performance. The result of the 
relationship appears in Table 16 of the correlation coefficient for informal faculty 
interaction.  
 
Table 16 
 
Correlation Coefficient Between Informal Faculty Interaction and Academic 
Performance 
 
  
 r p N 
 
 
Correlation coefficient  -.17 .015* 205 
 
 
* Correlation was significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 
 The actual computed r-value of -.17 had a two-tailed probability of .015 and was 
statistically significant. Since the computed value in SPSS was more than required for 
significance, the data supported an acceptance of the twelfth hypothesis. The correlation 
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coefficient of informal faculty interaction (r = -.17) was considered a very low 
relationship according to Miller (1994). 
 The thirteenth hypothesis was concerned with the correlation between freshman 
year excused and unexcused absences and freshman year academic performance. The 
result of the relationship appears in Table 17 of the correlation coefficient for excused 
and unexcused absences. 
 
Table 17 
 
Correlation Coefficient Between Excused (Ex) and Unexcused Absences (UnEx) and 
Academic Performance 
 
 
 r p N 
 
 
Correlation coefficient Ex   .16 .020* 205 
 
Correlation coefficient UnEx -.29 .001** 205 
 
 
* Correlation was significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed). 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).  
 
 
 The actual computed r-value of the freshman year excused absences of .16 had a 
two-tailed probability of .020 and was statistically significant. Since the computed value 
in SPSS was more than required for significance, the data supported a partial acceptance 
of the thirteenth hypothesis. The correlation coefficient of excused absences (r = .16) was 
considered a very low relationship according to Miller (1994). The actual computed r-
value of the freshman year unexcused absences -.29 had a two-tailed probably of .001 
and was statistically significant.  Since the computed value in SPSS 17.0 was more than 
required for significance, the data supported a full acceptance of the thirteenth 
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hypothesis.  The correlation coefficient of unexcused absences (r = -.29) was considered 
a low relationship according to Miller (1994).  
 
Regression Analysis of Academic Performance Predictor Variables 
 
  
 In order to predict the cumulative end of freshman year college GPA of NCAA D-
I freshman student athletes, a stepwise multiple regression analysis was performed using 
the predictor variables of residency, age, high school GPA, ethnicity, gender, high school 
SAT, high school ACT, credit hours enrolled, marital status, socioeconomic status, 
formal faculty contact, informal faculty contact, excused and unexcused absences.  After 
entering all variables into the stepwise multiple regression, the program dismisses any 
multicollinear variables that significantly relate to each other. There were nine variables 
that were statistically significant at the .05 level in the individual correlations. Four of the 
nine variables that tested significantly in the independent correlations; age, 
socioeconomic status, excused absences and formal faculty interaction were affected by 
the multicollinear tolerances and dismissed from the regression model.    
 The results indicated high school GPA, ethnicity, gender, absences unexcused, 
and ACT scores were statistically significant and included in the stepwise multiple 
regression.  The variables of residency, age, SAT, marital status, socioeconomic status, 
formal faculty contact, informal faculty contact, and excused absences were excluded 
from the stepwise multiple regression model.   
Model 1 displays the predictor variable of high school grade point average and its 
importance in predicting freshman year academic performance. Model 2 displays 
ethnicity in addition to high school GPA for the freshman student-athlete sample. Model 
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3 displays the variables of Model 2 in addition to gender of the freshman student-athlete. 
Model 4 displays the variables of Model 3 in addition to the amount of unexcused 
absences a freshman student athlete had his/her freshman year. The final step in the 
regression, Model 5 displays high school GPA, ethnicity, gender, absences unexcused, 
and ACT scores and their importance in predicting freshman year academic performance. 
The predictor variables and their importance in predicting the freshman year academic 
performance of NCAA D- I freshman student athletes were presented in Table 18.  
High school GPA as an individual variable was significant as a traditional 
predictor of freshman year academic performance, F (1, 177) = 171.266, p <.05,             
R2 =.492, accounting for 49% of the variability in Model 1.  In Model 2, a slight change 
in variability occurred from Model 1 (49% to 52%) when ethnicity was included, F (2, 
176) = 94.288, p <.05, R2 = .517.  The inclusion of gender in Model 3 caused another 
slight change in variability from Model 2, (52% to 54%), F (3, 175) = 67.508, p <.05, R2 
= .536.  In Model 4, another slight change in variability occurred with the addition of 
unexcused absences (54% to 55%), F (4, 174) = 52.518, p <.05, R2 = .547.  The final 
variable included in the regression, ACT, was presented in Model 5, accounting for 
another slight change in variability (55% to 56%) F (5, 174) = 43.870, p < .05, R2 = .559. 
Each of the predictor variables added significance to the prediction of freshman year 
academic performance. As shown in Table 18 each of the five variable increases the 
change in variability (R2).  
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Table 18 
 
Stepwise Regression Analysis of Freshman Year Academic Performance of NCAA 
Division I Student Athletes (N = 205)  
 
 
  Unstandardized Coefficient  Standardized Coefficient  
  of STD Error    Beta 
            ______________________________________________                       ___________________________________________ 
 
Variable     R2        B          SE B   β 
 
 
Model 1  
HSGPA .492 .920 .070 .701 
 
Model 2 
HSGPA .492 .877 .070 .668 
Ethnicity  .517 -.078 .026 -.163 
 
Model 3 
HSGPA .492 .810 .073 .617 
Ethnicity .517 -.069 .025 -.145 
Gender  .536 .185 .069 .150 
 
Model 4  
HSGPA .492 .775 .075 .591 
Ethnicity  .517 -.072 .025 -.150 
Gender  .536 .163 .069 .133 
ABUnEx .547 -.065 .033 -.108 
 
Model 5 
HSGPA .492 .681 .085 .520 
Ethnicity .517 -.071 .025 -.149 
Gender .536 .148 .068 .120 
ABUnEx .547 -.072 .032 -.120 
ACT  .559 .020 .009 .133 
  
  
 
 
 Table 19 presents the results of the stepwise multiple regression analyses of the 
predictor variables of academic performance for the population as measured by the end of 
freshman year GPA.  High school GPA was the best predictor variable as shown in the 
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(R2) increment. The R2 value suggested that 49% of the variability in freshman year grade 
point average could be explained by this variable alone.  
 
Table 19 
Stepwise Regression Analysis Summary Table of Predictor Variables of Freshman Year 
College GPA for NCAA Division I Student Athletes 
  
 
Variable  R R2 R2AD R2 Change  F Sig of F 
 
HSGPA  .701   .492       .489               .492            171.266  .000 
Ethnicity   .719   .517       .512     .025             94.288  .003 
Gender   .732   .536       .529     .019             67.508  .008 
AbUnEx .740   .547       .537     .011             52.518  .046 
ACT  .748   .559       .546     .012             43.870  .031 
 
R2AD = R2Adjusted 
 
 
 The adjusted R2 value gives us an idea of how well our model generalizes to 
similar populations and ideally we would like its value to be the same or close to the 
value of R2.  In the table above, the difference for the model was (.559-.546= .013 or 
1.3%). This shrinkage means if the model was derived from the population rather than a 
sample, it would account for approximately 1.3% less variance in the outcome. The 
adjusted R2 factor of .546 indicates only 55% of the variance was explained by this 
equation. In order to predict academic performance, the percent of variance would need 
to be 60% or greater according to Rothstein (1985).  
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Summary  
  
Testing of the 14 hypotheses was accomplished by using the Pearson product-
moment correlations (point biserial) and the stepwise multiple regression equation.  The 
results of the individual correlation statistical analysis revealed age, high school GPA, 
ethnicity, gender, ACT, socioeconomic status, informal faculty interaction, absences 
excused, and absences unexcused were significant. These relationships were between 
extremely low and high relationships (Age r = .148; HSGPA r = .656). A very high 
relationship would have an r-value of .80 or greater as explained by Miller (1994).  This 
indicates that the best individual relationships in our study were high school GPA, gender 
and ACT scores to freshman year academic performance of the student athlete. 
 In the stepwise multiple regression equation, after multicollinearity was taken into 
account, only five components remained and were entered into the regression; high 
school GPA, ethnicity, gender, absences unexcused, and ACT scores. Again, the ability 
to predict freshman year academic performance from these five components was not 
statistically acceptable because only 55% of the variance can be explained by this 
equation.    
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CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION 
 
 
Chapter Overview 
 
 
 Based on the results of this study, as reported in Chapter IV, it is important to 
understand the relevance of these findings as it relates to NCAA D-I freshman student 
athletes.  In the previous chapters, the problem was proposed, the review of literature 
was examined, the methodology of the study was explained, and the analysis of 
statistical data was reported.  The purpose of Chapter V is to summarize the completed 
research, to present observations of the investigator, to formulate conclusions based on 
the analysis of data, to reflect on implications of this study and to suggest 
recommendations for further research.  
 
Summary 
 
 
 There has been an increased interest by parents, athletic directors and university 
administrators concerning the academic ability of student athletes.  Since the mid 1980s, 
the NCAA has emphasized the importance of academics and mandated more stringent 
requirements to be able to participate in intercollegiate athletics.  These initial-eligibility 
standards have been successful in increasing overall graduation rates of student athletes, 
but there still remain a number of concerns: including the need to improve certain 
overall team academic performances (i.e., football and men’s basketball).  In order to 
address these concerns, the NCAA adopted in 2002 the new initial-eligibility index and 
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in 2004 instituted the Academic Progress Rate; a metric that measures the semester by 
semester progress of student athletes.  
 The purpose of the study was to determine if an NCAA D-I freshman student 
athlete’s place of residency on campus, as opposed to off campus, while attending college 
during their freshman year had a statistically significant relationship to their achievement 
as it relates to academic performance.  The continued purpose of the study examined the 
relationship between selected socio-demographic components to academic performance 
in NCAA D-I freshman student athletes and how this relationship may have directly 
related to their academic performance during their freshman year. 
 Permission to use human subjects for the research study was granted by Utah 
States University Instituational Review Board.  This study was conducted during the 
2009 school year and included a period beginning in early January and ending in early 
September. A total of 205 athletes completed all of the information needed for the study.  
All data for this research project were collected by either the questionnaire or accessing 
the Associate Athletic Director for Student Athlete Services athletic files.  The variables 
in this study included the following; residency, age, high school GPA, ethnicity, gender, 
SAT score, ACT Score, credit hours enrolled, marital status, housing (on campus or off 
campus), social economic status, formal faculty student interaction, informal faculty 
student interaction, and classes missed (excused and unexcused). In order to answer the 
research questions, correlations were completed on each individual variable compared to 
freshman year academic performance.  Finally, a Stepwise Multiple Regression analysis 
was used to determine the level of variance explained by each predictor variable on the 
dependent variable.      
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 Each of the hypotheses were tested individually to determine the degree of 
relationships between the variables.  Hypotheses one, seven, eight, nine, and eleven were 
rejected because no statistical significance was found.  Hypotheses two, three, four, five, 
six, ten, twelve, and thirteen were accepted because there was statistical significance. 
The significance found in hypothesis two, three, four, five, six, ten, twelve, and thirteen, 
was not at a level to predict academic performance.  The stepwise multiple regression 
equation did not reveal an acceptable prediction equation for freshman year academic 
performance.   
 
Conclusions 
 
 
 The conclusions of this investigation were formed from the findings and 
limitations of the study.  Based on the results of the study, it was concluded that living 
on or off campus had no relationship with how the freshman student athletes performed 
academically (r-value = .11).  In the opinion of the researcher, the following factors 
influenced the outcome of residency not having a relationship to academic performance: 
student athletes who resided off campus could remain living with their parents which 
could influence their college experience to facilitate a more controlled learning 
environment, off campus students live with fewer people which could correlate to less 
distractions, and students who live off-campus are more than likely to have a choice in 
their roommates (roommate choice is usually someone with homogenous lifestyle). 
Conversely, the on-campus living situation could result in more distractions that could 
interrupt valuable study time because of the proximity of a greater number of students 
with diverse interests.  The results of the research conflicted with the following studies 
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completed on non-athlete student populations: Astin (1973), Riker (1993), and 
Thompson et al. (1993).  
 The best individual relationships with academic performance were high school 
GPA, gender, and ACT scores.  These relationship only showed at best a high 
relationship because they did not reach an r-value of .80 or greater as explained by 
Miller (1994).  High school GPA, ethnicity, gender, absences unexcused and ACT 
scores did enter a stepwise multiple regression equation, but could only explain 55% of 
the variance for that equation. Statistically 60% is an acceptable level for predicting 
academic performance in the study.  Although, it should be noted here, that 55% of the 
variance is relevant enough for those individuals who deal with the academic 
performance (i.e., athletic administrators, academic advisors, university faculty, parents, 
etc.) of student athletes to encourage the use of these variables to predict student 
athlete’s academic success.  All of the other remaining variables showed only a low or 
very low relationship to freshman student athlete’s academic performance and were not 
statistically significant.  
 
Implications of the Study 
 
  
 The implications resulting from the study are discussed in this sub-section.  The 
data presented in the study were specific to Utah State University and to its freshman 
student athlete’s academic performance.  The investigation was built upon previous 
studies associated with student-athlete academic performance and contributed to the 
overall limited body of knowledge regarding the reliability of selected variables as 
predictors for freshman year academic success, specifically residency of on campus 
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versus off campus freshman student athletes.  Overall, the study can benefit all NCAA 
member institutions including Utah State University by influencing the use of both 
academic and non-academic variables in determining student athlete academic success 
their freshman year.   
 The study has implications for the current NCAA initial eligibility requirements 
which can limit the participation of student athletes in their first year based on 
standardized test scores (ACT and SAT) and high school GPA.  It is evident by the 
results of the study that using only academic variables (HSGPA, ACT, and SAT) to 
predict athletes’ freshman year academic performance may not be adequate.  The 
findings in the investigation imply that academic along with non-academic variables still 
do not provide a prediction level that was a statistically acceptable predictor of freshman 
year academic performance.  Of the 13 academic variables analyzed in this study, high 
school GPA, ethnicity, gender, absences unexcused, and ACT served as the best 
statistical predictors of future academic performance of freshman student athletes. 
 Understanding the best criteria in predicting freshman college academic 
performance will allow institutions of higher education to better predict and help student 
athletes perform in the classroom. Results of this study suggest athletes living on or off 
campus had no relationship to student athlete’s freshman year academic performance.  
The results also indicate that using any of the other variables analyzed to foretell 
academic performance may not accurately predict their success, but could help aid in 
counseling and advising efforts used by athletic departments throughout the nation.      
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Recommendations for Further Research 
 
 
 Based on the conclusions reached, related to the study, the researcher made the 
following recommendations for further study in the area of improving performance of 
NCAA D-I freshman student athletes academic performance.  This study focused on 
residency and its relationship to academic performance but also took into account other 
factors that could influence a freshman athlete’s success in his/her first year of college.    
 1.  It is suggested that future research be conducted with comparable data from 
 the general student population at Utah State University and other university 
 student athletes throughout the country to determine if the variables used for this 
 study have different results for other student populations.   
 2. It is suggested that future research be conducted to include a larger sample of 
 the freshman student athletes by selecting from multiple NCAA D-I institutions.  
 3. It is suggested that future research analyze the on and off campus housing 
 variable and actually looks at where the athlete was living (i.e., apartments, 
 parents home, living learning centers, etc.) 
 4. It is suggested that future research be designed to include a longitudinal study 
 of the student athlete to analyze all years of the degree completion process.  
 5. It is suggested that future research be completed on coach’s attitudes towards 
 academic achievement and how this affects their athletes’ academic performance.   
 6. It is suggested that detailed research on specialized academic support services for 
 student athletes analyzing which types of assistance are the most effective in 
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 improving academic achievement and for what groups and sports this would best 
 benefit.  
 7. It is suggested that further research be conducted annually on student athletes as 
 they progress through their college careers.  This study could specifically analyze 
 academic performance and the  transition of most athletes from on campus to off 
 campus residency by their senior year of college. 
 8.  It is suggested that further research be conducted pertaining to the psychological 
 factors involved in academic success such as motivation, temperament, concentration, 
 and commitment should be studied.  These aspects could be better predictors of 
 academic success and could become a potential component of predicting academic 
 success. 
 9.  It is suggested that further statistical analysis could be completed on these data 
 (i.e., t-tests, etc.).  
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NCAA FRESHMAN ELIGIBILITY STANDARDS 
 
BYLAW 14.3.1.1.2 INITIAL ELIGIBILITY INDEX: Freshmen may establish eligibility 
using the following eligibility index: (Adopted: 1/10/92 effective 8/1/95) 
 
NCAA DIVISION I SLIDING SCALE CORE GRADE-POINT AVERAGE TEST-
SCORE 
New Core GPA/ Test Score Index 
Core GPA SAT 
(verbal and math only) 
ACT 
3.550 & above 400 37 
3.525 410 38 
3.500 420 39 
3.475 430 40 
3.450 440 41 
3.425 450 41 
3.400 460 42 
3.375 470 42 
3.350 480 43 
3.325 490 44 
3.300 500 44 
3.275 510 45 
3.250 520 46 
3.225 530 46 
3.200 540 47 
3.175 550 47 
3.150 560 48 
3.125 570 49 
3.100 580 49 
3.075 590 50 
3.050 600 50 
3.025 610 51 
3.000 620 52 
2.975 630 52 
2.950 640 53 
2.925 650 53 
2.900 660 54 
2.875 670 55 
2.850 680 56 
2.825 690 56 
2.800 700 57 
2.775 710 58 
2.750 720 59 
2.725 730 59 
109 
2.700 730 60 
2.675 740-750 61 
2.650 760 62 
2.625 770 63 
2.600 780 64 
2.575 790 65 
2.550 800 66 
2.525 810 67 
2.500 820 68 
2.475 830 69 
2.450 840-850 70 
2.425 860 70 
2.400 860 71 
2.375 870 72 
2.350 880 73 
2.325 890 74 
2.300 900 75 
2.275 910 76 
2.250 920 77 
2.225 930 78 
2.000 940 79 
2.175 950 80 
2.150 960 80 
2.125 960 81 
2.100 970 82 
2.075 980 83 
2.050 990 84 
2.025 1000 85 
2.00 1010 86 
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Appendix E 
NCAA DIVISION I ATHLETE QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
Subject #: _____________________        Date_______________________ 
 
Age (Freshman Year): ________   Email: _______________________ 
 
1. How often have you done one of the following during the current school year; (formal 
contact) communicated with your instructor via email, made an appointment to meet with 
an instructor concerning class issues, or asked your instructor after class for information 
related to a course you were taking?  
 
1. Never    
2. A few times a semester     
3. A few times a month       
4. Once or more a week          
 
2. How often have you done one of the following during the current school year; (informal 
contact) went to a cultural event (i.e., concert or play) with an instructor or class, 
discussed personal problems or concerns with an instructor, or visited with an instructor 
during a any occasion (lunch, coffee, office hours, etc.).   
 
1. Never    
2. A few times a semester      
3. A few times a month      
4. Once or more a week          
 
3. How often did you miss class during each semester of your freshman year (excused).  
 
1. Never   2. 1-3 classes   3. 4-7 classes   4. 8 or more  
 
4. How often did you miss class during each semester of your freshman year (unexcused).  
 
1. Never   2. 1-3 classes   3. 4-7 classes   4. 8 or more  
 
4.  Please indicate your approximate household income 
 
1.  Less than $40,000            (lower class) 
2. $45,000 to 120,000  (middle class) 
3. $120,000 to 200,000        (upper middle class) 
4. Greater than $200,000    (upper class)      
 
5. During your freshman year, where would you have preferred to live? 
 
 1. Campus housing   2. Off campus housing 
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